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Dear  Reader: 

This  draft  Environmental  Assessment  is  presented  for  your  review  and 
comment.   It  addresses  four  alternatives  for  adjusting  the  public  land 
ownership  pattern  in  the  Dillon  Resource  Area  and  is  a  continuation  of 
the  pilot  effort  initiated  by  our  April  letter  which  requested  nomina- 
tions for  sale  or  exchange  of  certain  designated  tracts. 

Comments  on  this  Environmental  Assessment  must  be  submitted  by  September 
12,  1983.   All  written  comments  should  be  sent  to  the  District  Manager, 
Bureau  of  Land  Management,  P.O.  Box  3388,  Butte,  Montana  59702.   The 
final  version  of  the  Assessment,  incorporating  the  public  comments,  is 
scheduled  for  completion  by  mid-October. 

An  open  house  and  a  public  meeting  to  answer  questions  regarding  this 
Environmental  Assessment  have  been  scheduled  for  Dillon  and  Virginia 
City.   In  Dillon  the  open  house  will  be  held  from  1-5  p.m.  and  the 
public  meeting  will  be  held  from  7-9  p.m.  at  the  Dillon  Resource  Area 
Office  at  730  North  Montana  on  August  30,  1983.   In  Virginia  City  an 
open  house  will  be  held  from  2-4  p.m.  and  a  public  meeting  from  7-9  p.m. 
at  the  courthouse  on  September  1,  1983.   Comments,  whether  written  or 
oral,  may  also  be  submitted  at  that  time. 


-—Sincerely  yours, 


Jack  A.  Mcintosh 
District  Manager 


Enclosure 


Rg150ABLDG.So 

DENVER  FEDERAL  CENTER 

PO.  BOX  25047 

DENVER,  CO  80225 


TABLE  OF  CONTENTS 

CHAPTER  1  -  INTRODUCTION 1 

Purpose  and  Need 1 

Land  Use  Planning 1 

Scoping  and  Issues  1 

Parcel  Screening  2 

CHAPTER  2  -  PROPOSED  ACTION  AND  ALTERNATIVES 5 

Alternative  A,  High  Sales  Emphasis  5 

Alternative  B,  Exchange  Only 5 

Alternative  C,  No  Action  5 

Alternative  D,  Proposed  Action 5 

Management  Guidance  Common  to  All  Alternatives 5 

CHAPTER  3  —  AFFECTED  ENVIRONMENT  7 

General  Overview  of  the  Analysis  Area  7 

Social  and  Economic  Considerations 9 

Parcels  Being  Considered  for  Sale  9 

CHAPTER  4  —  ENVIRONMENTAL  CONSEQUENCES 13 

Alternative  A,  High  Sales  Emphasis  13 

Alternative  B,  Exchange  Only 17 

Alternative  C,  No  Action  18 

Alternative  D,  Proposed  Action 18 

CHAPTER  5  -  CONSULTATION  AND  COORDINATION 21 

Consultation  21 

Public  Involvement 21 

Distribution 21 

CHAPTER  6  -  LIST  OF  PREPARERS  23 

APPENDIXES 

Appendix  A  List  of  Tracts  Identified  for  Disposal  by  the 
Dillon  Management  Framework  Plan,  September  1  979 25 

Appendix  B  Public  Comment  31 

Appendix  C  Screening  Process  Summary 35 

Appendix  D  Summary  of  Parcel  Status  in  Each  of  the  Proposed  Alternatives 39 

Appendix  E  Methods  of  Exchange 43 

Appendix  F  Acquisition  Guidance 45 

Appendix  G  Resource  Values  for  Tracts  Being  Considered  for  Sale 47 

Appendix  H  Determination  of  the  Potential  Impacts  on  County  Revenues 49 


set 


V*  %i 


LIST  OF  TABLES 

3-1  Land  Ownership  Surface  in  Dillon  Resource  Area  7 

3-2  Parcels  with  High  Resource  Values 9 

3-3  Permanent  Surface  Water  Sources  Identified  on  Parcels  under  Consideration  for  Sale 11 

4-1  Impacts  from  Disposal 13 

4-2  Impacts  from  Acquisition 14 

4-3  Reduction  of  County  Income  by  Sale  of  Public  Land 
Identified  in  Alternative  A 16 

4-4  Reduction  of  PILT  by  Exchange  of  Public  Land 
Identified  in  Alternative  A  for  Nonfederal  Land  in  Another  County 16 

4-5  Reduction  of  PILT  by  Exchange  of  Public  Land 
Identified  in  Alternative  B  for  Nonfederal  Land  in  Another  County 17 

4-6  Reduction  of  County  Income  by  Sale  of  Public  Land 
Identified  in  Alternative  D,  the  Proposed  Action 19 

4-7  Reduction  of  PILT  by  Exchange  of  Public  Land  Identified 
in  Alternative  D,  the  Proposed  Action,  for  Nonfederal  Land  in  Another  County  19 


CHAPTER  I 
INTRODUCTION 


PURPOSE  AND  NEED 

The  Butte  District  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Man- 
agement (BLM)  proposes  to  implement  a  program 
of  land  adjustments  in  the  Dillon  Resource  Area 
(RA).  The  Dillon  Management  Framework  Plan 
(MFP)  completed  in  September  1979  prescribed 
specific  land  adjustments  in  order  to  improve  land 
usage  by  the  public,  dispose  of  lands  which  are 
uneconomical  to  manage,  and  improve  manage- 
ment of  public  values  and  resources.  This  action 
would  be  accomplished  under  the  BLM's  Asset 
Management  Program. 

The  goal  of  the  Asset  Management  initiative  is  to 
apply  common  sense  management  to  public  land 
assets  by  selling  or  exchanging  lands  when  it  is 
clearly  in  the  public  interest  to  do  so.  The  initiative 
is  based  in  existing  law  including  the  Federal  Prop- 
erty and  Administrative  Services  Act  of  1 949,  the 
Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act 
(FLPMA)  of  1 976,  and  Executive  Order  1 2348  of 
February  25,  1982. 

The  State  Director  Planning  Guidance  for  Mon- 
tana and  the  Dakotas  was  finalized  on  April  18, 
1 983.  In  this  guidance  document,  land  adjustment 
has  been  given  a  high  priority.  It  contains  policy  and 
management  direction  for  planning  land  adjust- 
ments of  BLM-administered  lands.  Further,  it  out- 
lines the  objectives  of  the  land  adjustment  pro- 
gram and  criteria  for  determining  which  lands  are 
suitable  for  acquisition  or  disposal. 

This  Environmental  Assessment  (EA)  will  identify 
the  pertinent  resource  and  social  values  involved 
in  implementation  of  a  land  adjustment  program  in 
the  Dillon  RA.  It  will  then  analyze  the  impacts  of 
different  land  adjustment  alternatives,  identifying 
a  proposed  action  that  shows  which  tracts  are 
available  for  exchange  or  sale.  The  types  of  dispos- 
al actions  considered  in  this  EA  are  exchange  and 
sale. 


LAND  USE  PLANNING 

Under  FLPMA,  the  disposal  or  acquisition  of  land 
must  be  consistent  with  BLM  land  use  planning. 
These  transactions  should  also  conform  as  closely 
as  practical  with  state  and  local  plans. 

The  proposed  action  (Alternative  D)  would  be  in 
compliance  with  the  Dillon  MFP,  as  would  Alterna- 
tives A  and  B.  The  lands  specifically  addressed  in 
this  document  (Appendix  A)  were  identified  for  dis- 
posal in  recommendation  L-9.1  of  the  MFP. 

The  MFP  also  identified  some  nonfederal  lands  for 
acquisition.  These  tracts  had  specific  resource 


values  which  warranted  their  acquisition  and  gen- 
erally are  adjacent  to  a  unit  or  block  of  public  lands 
allowing  for  the  efficient  and  intense  management 
of  their  values.  In  addition,  there  may  be  other 
nonfederal  lands  as  yet  unidentified  with  resource 
values  and  management  potentials  that  would  also 
be  in  the  public  interest  to  acquire. 

Alternative  C  does  not  technically  comply  with  the 
Dillon  MFP,  because  no  lands  would  be  disposed  of 
under  this  alternative.  This  alternative  is  consid- 
ered because  there  may  emerge  some  unsus- 
pected resource  values  that  may  warrant  reten- 
tion of  certain  parcels. 

In  addition  to  the  management  guidance  provided 
by  the  Dillon  MFP,  site  specific  planning  may  con- 
tribute additional  direction  to  the  proposed  action. 
In  general,  this  type  of  planning  tends  to  be 
oriented  to  a  specific  resource  or  activity.  Site 
specific  planning  will  influence  the  proposed  action 
by  identifying  specific  parcels  for  acquisition  or 
identifying  specific  sensitive  or  high  value  resour- 
ces that  require  special  consideration  when 
involved  in  an  exchange  proposal. 


SCOPING  AND  ISSUES 

In  April  1983,  the  Butte  District  issued  a  call  for 
nominations  or  expressions  of  interest  on  the  dis- 
posal tracts  listed  in  the  Dillon  MFP.  Nomination 
forms  were  mailed  to  individuals  and  organizations 
on  a  district  wide  mailing  list.  Of  the  1 ,800  forms 
circulated  to  the  public,  there  were  122 
responses  before  the  nomination  period  was 
closed.  A  wide  variety  of  responses  were  received 
from  individuals,  grazing  lessees,  adjacent  land- 
owners, conservation  organizations,  county 
governments,  the  U.S.  Forest  Service,  and  the 
State  of  Montana  (see  Appendix  B  for  a  summary 
of  the  comments). 

Although  the  call  for  nominations  was  made  with 
the  full  range  of  land  tenure  adjustments  in  mind, 
the  public  responses  tended  to  center  upon  public 
land  sales.  Even  though  the  call  for  nominations  did 
not  solicit  general  expressions  of  either  approval 
or  disapproval,  nearly  a  third  of  the  responses 
expressed  opposition  to  any  public  land  sales.  In 
light  of  this,  it  is  significant  that  there  were  no 
explicit  expressions  of  approval  for  a  general  land 
sale  program,  although  there  were  117  specific 
parcel  nominations  for  sale. 

In  general,  sale  nominations  came  from  individuals 
of  the  general  public  wishing  to  purchase  specific 
tracts  and  from  livestock  operators  and  adjacent 
landowners  looking  to  protect  or  expand  their 
livestock  operations. 


There  appears  to  be  clear  support  for  a  genera! 
exchange  program.  About  two-thirds  of  the  people 
who  wrote  in  opposition  to  land  sales  endorsed  the 
idea  of  land  exchanges  that  would  have  a  public 
benefit.  The  call  generated  a  number  of  potential 
direct  and  third  party  exchange  proposals  that 
appear  to  fit  the  objectives  of  the  Dillon  MFP.  Sev- 
eral parcels  received  nominations  for  public  reten- 
tion by  either  the  BLM,  U.S.  Forest  Service,  or 
State  of  Montana. 

The  Montana  Governor's  Office  responded  with 
recommendations  from  the  Montana  Department 
of  State  Lands  (DSL)  and  the  Montana  Depart- 
ment of  Fish,  Wildlife,  and  Parks  (MDFW&P).  The 
MDFW&P  made  a  nomination  on  all  parcels 
except  three.  The  MDFW&P  recommended 
exchange  on  60°/o,  public  retention  on  25°/o,  and 
jurisdictional  transfer  to  the  U.S.  Forest  Service 
or  the  MDFW&P  on  13%  of  the  parcels.  DSL 
proposed  a  direct  exchange  for  1,360  acres  of 
public  land.  There  were  no  sale  nominations. 

Two  counties  responded  to  the  call.  The  Madison 
County  Planning  Board  opposed  sale  of  any  public 
land  within  the  county.  They  recommended  BLM 
consolidate,  through  exchange,  public  holdings 
within  the  Madison  River  Corridor  for  high  public 
recreational  values.  The  Butte-Silver  Bow  Council 
of  Commissioners  opposed  either  sale  or 
exchange  of  any  public  lands  within  the  county  due 
to  possible  adverse  fiscal  impacts. 

Analysis  of  the  nominations  brought  out  a  number 
of  public  issues  and  concerns.  Protection  of  public 
resource  values,  primarily  wildlife  habitat  and 
recreation,  was  the  dominant  concern.  Many  felt 
that  these  values  were  significant  on  a  number  of 
the  parcels  and  expressed  opposition  to  sale  of 
these  parcels.  The  loss  of  public  access  to  other 
public  holdings  was  a  concern  of  several  individuals 
and  the  U.S.  Forest  Service.  The  loss  of  the  "our 
national  heritage"  was  repeatedly  expressed  as  a 
reason  to  oppose  all  public  land  sales.  Several  indi- 
viduals expressed  opposition  to  any  disposal  which 
would  result  in  subdivision  development.  Current 
users,  specifically  the  grazing  lessees,  had  partic- 
ular interest  in  the  impacts  to  their  operations  due 
to  the  exchange  or  sale  of  a  given  parcel  to  another 
party.  Many  of  the  sale  nominations  were  con- 
cerned with  the  method  of  sale,  with  direct  sale  or 
preferential  treatment  being  advocated.  More 
effective  land  management  and  use  by  the  private 
sector  was  the  main  concern  of  many  of  the  sale 
proponents,  particularly  with  isolated  parcels. 
Several  sale  nominations  reasoned  that  county 
revenues  would  be  enhanced  by  increased  prop- 
erty taxes.  However,  Silver  Bow  County  was  con- 
cerned that  the  increased  taxes  would  not  make 
up  for  the  loss  of  payment  in-lieu  of  tax  (PILT) 


revenues.  Most  of  the  issues  and  concerns  tended 
to  center  upon  an  individual's  desire  to  retain,  pro- 
tect, or  enhance  their  own  use  or  resource  value 
on  a  given  parcel. 

A  survey  of  local  attitudes  done  for  the  Mountain 
Foothills  EIS  in  1979  provides  additional  insight 
into  local  attitudes  toward  land  adjustments.  Par- 
ticularly in  Madison  and  Beaverhead  counties, 
there  was  a  fairly  strong  feeling  in  favor  of  keeping 
things  as  they  are.  Support  was  shown  for  continu- 
ing current  land  uses,  but  rapid  growth  in  popula- 
tion was  not  favored.  Economic  development  was 
favored  in  all  four  counties  to  employ  those  people 
already  in  the  area  and  provide  jobs  for  those 
young  people  who  wish  to  stay  in  the  area. 


PARCEL  SCREENING 

Following  the  nomination  period,  the  list  of  disposal 
parcels  was  screened  against  criteria  developed 
by  the  district  and  resource  area  staffs.  The  par- 
cels which  passed  through  the  screen  received 
the  highest  priority  for  in-depth  analysis  and  pos- 
sible disposal  action.  These  parcels  have  the 
strongest  potential  for  future  sale  actions.  It  is 
anticipated  that  those  parcels  which  did  not  pass 
through  the  screen  along  with  those  parcels  which 
are  not  considered  to  be  suitable  for  disposal  by 
sale  in  this  document  will  continue  to  be  available 
for  disposal,  primarily  by  exchange.  This  group  of 
parcels  will  hereafter  be  referred  to  as  the 
exchange  pool.  Refer  to  Appendix  C  for  a  summary 
of  the  parcels  removed  from  consideration  for  sale 
as  a  result  of  the  screening  process. 

Each  parcel  was  screened  against  the  following 
criteria: 

1.  Known  historical/cultural  sites  where  field 
work  was  previously  completed. 

2.  Tracts  preferred  for  exchange. 

a.  MFP  recommendations 

b.  Public  opinion— responses  to  call  for  nom- 
inations 

3.  Mining  claims. 

4.  Withdrawals  or  other  land  status  preventing 
disposal. 

5.  Cadastral  survey  required  in  order  to  pass 
title. 

6.  Tracts  which  are  needed  or  preferred  to 
remain  in  public  ownership  (state,  federal,  or 
county). 

a.     MFP  recommends  transfer  to  another 
governmental  agency. 


b.  Necessary  for  access  to  other  public 
lands. 

c.  Expression  of  interest. 

7.  Lands  with  high  potential  for  mineral  develop- 
ment. 

8.  Tracts  where  competitive  sale  would  create 
undue  hardship  upon  the  current  lessee,  adjacent 
landowner,  or  other  users  of  the  parcel. 

This  document  will  analyze  each  of  the  parcels 
which  passed  through  this  screen  on  a  site  spe- 
cific basis. 


CHAPTER  II 
PROPOSED  ACTION  AND  ALTERNATIVES 


ALTERNATIVE  A-HIGH  SALES 
EMPHASIS 

This  alternative  considers  adjustment  of  the 
present  public  land  ownership  pattern  in  the  Dillon 
Resource  Area.  Adjustments  would  be  through 
sale  of  52  parcels  (4,424  acres)  and  exchange  of 
86  parcels  (11,110  acres). 

The  parcels  considered  for  sale  do  not  meet  any  of 
the  screening  criteria  found  on  page  2,  and  are 
considered  for  sale  irrespective  of  resource 
values.  See  Appendix  D  for  reference  to  specific 
tracts  considered  for  sale. 


ALTERNATIVE  B-EXCHANGE 
ONLY 

This  alternative  considers  adjustment  of  the 
present  land  ownership  pattern  for  the  Dillon 
Resource  Area,  through  exchange  only  for  all  1 36 
parcels  (15,534  acres).  No  parcels  would  be 
offered  for  sale. 


ALTERNATIVE  C-NO  ACTION 

Under  this  alternative,  no  action  would  be  taken  to 
adjust  the  present  land  ownership  pattern  of  the 
Dillon  Resource  Area. 

All  15,534  acres  would  be  considered  for  con- 
tinued retention  in  public  ownership.  Present  lev- 
els of  management  would  continue.  If  imple- 
mented, this  alternative  would  not  be  in 
conformance  with  the  Dillon  MFP  completed  Sep- 
tember 1979. 

Consideration  of  this  alternative  would  provide  a 
baseline  for  comparison  of  the  other  three  alter- 
natives of  land  ownership  adjustment.  It  also  pro- 
vides for  identification  of  significant  resource 
values  determined  as  a  result  of  site  specific  anal- 
ysis which  may  warrant  retention  of  a  specific 
parcel. 


ALTERNATIVE  D-THE 
PROPOSED  ACTION 

This  alternative  considers  adjustment  of  the 
present  land  ownership  pattern  in  the  Dillon 
Resource  Area.  Adjustment  would  be  by  sale  of  40 
parcels  (2,987  acres)  and  exchange  of  99  parcels 
(1 2.547  acres).  See  Appendix  D  for  specific  tracts 
being  considered  for  sale. 


This  alternative  differs  from  Alternative  A  in  that  it 
removes  from  consideration  for  sale  those  parcels 
with  significant  resource  values  in  addition  to  the 
screening  criteria  applied  under  Alternative  A. 


MANAGEMENT  GUIDANCE 
COMMON  TO  ALL 
ALTERNATIVES 

This  public  land  adjustment  program  is  based  upon 
public  and  nonfederal  lands  identified  in  the  Dillon 
MFP.  The  program  may  also  include  other  public 
and  nonfederal  lands  as  future  exchange  proposals 
are  developed. 

The  alternatives  deal  primarily  with  disposals  of 
public  lands  through  sale  and  exchange,  rather 
than  land  acquisitions  which  are  a  necessary  part 
of  the  program  also.  Since  it  is  unlikely  that  any 
acquisitions  other  than  road  access  easements 
would  be  acquired  by  purchase,  the  anticipated 
method  of  BLM  land  acquisition  in  the  Dillon  R.A. 
will  be  through  exchange.  The  overall  objective  of 
the  program  is  to  reposition  scattered,  isolated 
public  parcels  into  a  public  ownership  pattern 
more  conducive  to  multiple  use  management  and 
to  dispose  of  tracts  which  have  low  public  value 
and  are  uneconomic  to  manage. 

The  main  types  of  disposal  actions  are  exchanges 
and  sales.  These  actions  must  meet  requirements 
outlined  in  Sections  203  and  206  of  FLPMA.  The 
needs  of  other  federal  agencies  must  be  consid- 
ered prior  to  disposal  of  any  given  parcel,  accord- 
ing to  FLPMA  and  BLM  policy.  Consequently, 
transfers  to  other  agencies  such  as  the  U.S 
Forest  Service  are  routinely  considered  in  any  dis- 
posal action,  and  will  not  be  analyzed  as  an  alterna- 
tive in  this  EA. 

Access 

During  development  of  the  Dillon  MFP,  the  BLM 
developed  a  transportation  plan  identifying  public 
access  needs.  This  transportation  plan  is  updated 
continually.  It  is  referred  to  prior  to  the  disposal  of 
any  public  parcel.  If  an  access  route  is  found  to 
traverse  the  parcel  being  conveyed  out  of  federal 
ownership,  then  a  right-of-way  reservation  to  the 
U.S.  is  placed  in  the  patent  upon  disposal.  The 
location  of  the  route  must  be  verifiable  either  by  a 
survey  conducted  prior  to  the  disposal  or  by  the 
physical  existence  of  such  as  a  road  or  trail  across 
the  parcel. 

County  and  state  roads  established  prior  to  the 
disposal  of  the  parcel  are  considered  to  be  a  valid 


existing  right  and  are  protected  by  a  reservation  in 
the  patent.  Any  rights-of-way  issued  by  the  BLM 
are  also  protected  in  the  patent  under  the  terms 
of  the  granted  right-of-way.  The  U.S.  Forest  Serv- 
ice and  other  federal  agencies  must  identify  their 
access  needs  and  properly  record  the  routes  with 
the  BLM  prior  to  disposal  in  order  to  have  a  reser- 
vation protecting  those  needs  placed  in  the  pat- 
ent. 

Land  Sales 

Land  sales  would  be  conducted  as  prescribed  by 
43  CFR  2710  and  BLM  Manual  2700.  Parcels 
sold  under  the  proposed  action  have  passed 
through  the  screening  process  identified  earlier 
and  would  meet  the  disposal  by  sale  criteria  found 
in  Section  203  FLPMA. 

According  to  FLPMA,  no  parcel  can  be  sold  for  less 
than  fair  market  value.  The  bidding  procedures  for 
public  land  sales  fall  into  either  competitive,  modi- 
fied competitive,  or  direct  sale  as  outlined  in  43 
CFR  2711.3.  Under  competitive  bidding  proce- 
dures, the  bidding  is  open  to  anyone  who  is  a  citizen 
of  the  United  States  and  is  18  years  of  age  or 
older.  Modified  competitive  bidding  includes,  but  is 
not  limited  to: 

allowing  designated  bidders  the  right  to  meet 
the  highest  bid,  or 

limiting  the  number  of  persons  permitted  to 
bid  on  a  specific  tract  of  land  offered  for  sale. 

Noncompetitive  bidding  or  direct  sale  may  be  util- 
ized when  in  the  determination  of  the  BLM  the 
public  interest  would  be  best  served  by  a  direct 
sale.  Examples  of  direct  sale  include,  but  are  not 
limited  to: 

a  tract  identified  for  transfer  to  a  state  or 
local  government, 

a  tract  identified  for  sale  that  is  an  integral 
part  of  a  project  of    public  importance  and 


speculative  bidding  would  jeopardize  the  timely 
completion  and  economic  viability  of  the  proj- 
ect, 

or  a  case  where  there  is  a  need  to  recognize 
authorized  use  such  as  when  an  existing  busi- 
ness would  be  threatened  if  the  tract  were 
purchased  by  other  than  the  authorized  user. 

Exchanges 

Public  land  exchanges  would  be  conducted  as 
prescribed  by  43  CFR  2200  and  BLM  Manual 
2200.  Parcels  included  in  the  exchange  pool  will  be 
held  pending  an  acceptable  exchange  proposal. 
The  methods  of  exchange  available  to  the  BLM  are 
outlined  in  Appendix  E. 

The  BLM  can  consider  only  those  exchanges  which 
would  provide  a  net  increase  in  public  values.  The 
monetary  values  of  the  proposed  exchange  par- 
cels must  be  equivalent.  Often  a  net  increase  in 
public  values  can  result  from  the  enhancement  of  a 
specific  resource  or  simply  when  the  blocking-up 
of  public  ownership  in  an  area  results  in  more 
effective  and  efficient  management.  To  facilitate 
analysis  of  exchange  proposals,  criteria  have  been 
developed  primarily  from  the  State  Director's 
Planning  Guidance  for  Montana  and  the  Dillon 
MFP.  In  consideration  of  future  specific  land 
exchanges,  nonfederal  lands  will  be  selected 
according  to  the  criteria  and  priorities  found  in 
Appendix  F. 

The  criteria  outlined  in  Appendix  F  constitutes  a 
checklist  for  analyzing  the  public  value  of  each 
specific  exchange  proposal.  Application  of  these 
criteria  will  constitute  the  environmental 
assessment  for  exchange  of  any  of  the  1  5,534 
acres  covered  in  this  assessment.  If  something 
arises  in  the  use  of  these  criteria  which  is  not 
covered  for  a  specific  tract  an  Environmental 
Assessment  may  be  prepared. 


CHAPTER  III 
AFFECTED  ENVIRONMENT 


This  chapter  documents  the  land  characteristics 
and  values  that  may  be  affected  by  implementing  a 
land  adjustment  program  in  the  Dillon  Resource 
Area.  Documentation  will  be  generalized  for  those 
lands  being  considered  for  exchange  and  site  spe- 
cific for  all  tracts  being  considered  for  sale.  For 
consideration  of  future  specific  exchange  propos- 
als, all  public  lands  to  be  exchanged  will  be  analyzed 
in  relation  to  the  nonfederal  lands  to  be  acquired 
and  a  determination  made  as  to  whether  a  specific 
exchange  is  in  the  public  interest. 

Generally,  parcels  identified  in  the  Dillon  MFP  for 
disposal  tend  to  be  isolated  from  other  public 
lands,  have  low  or  insignificant  resource  values, 
and  receive  a  low  priority  for  intensive  manage- 
ment. Approximately  76°/o  of  these  parcels  have 
no  administrative  or  public  access.  In  some  cases, 
parcels  with  significant  resource  values  were 
identified  for  disposal  with  the  intent  of  exchanging 
them  for  nonfederal  lands  with  similar  or  higher 
resource  values  that  have  better  public  resource 
management  potential. 

Nonfederal  lands  identified  for  acquisition  tend  to 
have  high  and/or  sensitive  environmental  compo- 
nents that  require  intensive  management  or  will 
accommodate  specific  management  goals  identi- 
fied in  the  Dillon  MFP  or  the  State  Director  Plan- 
ning Guidance  for  Montana. 


GENERAL  OVERVIEW  OF  THE 
ANALYSIS  AREA 

Potential  sale,  exchange,  and  acquisition  parcels 
were  identified  throughout  the  four  county  area  of 
the  Dillon  Resource  Area.  Land  ownership  is  sum- 
marized in  Table  3-1. 

The  Dillon  Resource  Area  consists  of  a  few  broad 
upland  valleys  surrounded  by  mountain  ranges. 


The  elevation  varies  from  a  low  of  about  5,000  feet 
near  Whitehall,  on  the  north,  to  a  high  of  1 1 ,31 6 
feet  on  the  east  side  of  the  area,  in  the  Madison 
Range.  The  study  area  contains  five  major  river 
valleys:  the  Beaverhead,  Centennial,  Big  Hole, 
Madison,  and  Ruby.  Land  adjustments  will  gener- 
ally involve  parcels  found  in  these  broad  valleys. 

The  planning  area  is  spanned  by  seven  major 
mountain  ranges:  the  Gravellys,  Blacktails,  Cen- 
tennials, Pioneers,  Tobacco  Roots,  Rubys,  and 
Highlands.  These  mountains  and  valleys  have  many 
diverse  landforms  and  vegetative  types  that  pro- 
vide excellent  habitat  for  a  variety  of  wildlife  spe- 
cies. 

The  area  has  deposits  of  iron,  copper,  gold,  talc, 
and  phosphate.  Oil  and  gas  leasing  has  accelerated 
within  the  area  because  of  potential  deposits  in 
the  Overthrust  Belt.  Although  current  drilling 
exploration  activities  are  low  in  the  Dillon  R.A., 
geophysical  exploration  is  vigorous.  Drilling  is 
expected  to  increase  in  the  next  five  years. 

Climate  within  the  area  is  described  as  a  typical 
semiarid  intermountain  climate  which  varies  con- 
siderably with  elevation  and  aspect. 

Peak  precipitation  occurs  in  May  and  June;  a 
second,  lesser  peak,  follows  in  September. 
November  through  February  is  the  driest  part  of 
the  year.  The  heaviest  precipitation  occurs  on  the 
western,  or  windward,  slope  of  the  mountains. 
Precipitation  in  the  valley  basins  of  Upper  Missouri 
tributaries  ranges  from  1 2  to  20  inches  per  year; 
however,  precipitation  in  the  mountain  areas  is 
much  greater  (50  or  more  inches).  Skies  are  often 
cloudy,  and  frequent  periods  of  showers  or  general 
rain  occur  in  spring  months. 

Summer  and  early  fall  are  characterized  by  long 
periods  of  clear,  sunny  weather.  General  growing 
season  is  short,  varying  between  90  and  1 20  days. 


TABLE  3-1 

LAND  OWNERSHIP  SURFACE  IN  DILLON  RESOURCE  AREA 


County 


ACRES 


BLM 
(°/o  of  total) 


USFS 


Other  Federal        State 


Private 


Total 


Beaverhead  662,137(19)  1,367,188 

Madison  253,822(11)  791.301 

Deer  Lodge  6,367(1)  153,152 

Silver  Bow  45,435(10)  192,979 

Total  967,761(14)  2,504,620 


42.079 

342,743 

1,138.493 

3,552.640 

0 

124,887 

1,089,190 

2,259,200 

0 

9,431 

303.598 

472.548 

0 

20.249 

199,797 

458.640 

42,079 

497,310 

2,731.078 

6,743,028 

Temperatures  range  from  minus  50  degrees  Fah- 
renheit in  the  winter  to  100  degrees  in  the 
summer.  Freezing  temperatures  may  occur  as 
late  as  mid-June  and  as  early  as  the  first  week  of 
September.  The  movement  of  cold  Arctic  air 
masses  into  the  Upper  Missouri  basin  in  winter 
may  result  in  below  zero  temperatures  for  several 
days  at  a  time. 

The  following  are  generalized  descriptions  of  land 
and  resource  characteristics  for  the  Dillon  R.A. 
This  encompasses  prospective  disposal  and 
acquisition  parcels  to  be  considered  for  future 
exchanges. 

The  major  vegetative  communities  found  on  public 
lands  in  the  area  were  outlined  in  the  Mountain 
Foothills  Grazing  Environmental  Impact  State- 
ment. Approximately  30°/o  of  the  area  is  dry-site 
grassland  dominated  by  needle-and-thread  [Stipa 
columbiana)  and  blue  grama  [Bouteloua  graci- 
lis), and  moist-site  grassland  dominated  by  blue- 
bunch  wheatgrass  [Agropyron  spicatum)  and 
Idaho  fescue  [Festuca  idahoensis).  Sagebrush 
dominates  48°/o  of  the  public  lands  and  is  found  in 
nearly  every  soil  type  and  precipitation  zone. 
Conifers  characterized  mainly  by  Douglas-fir 
[Pseudotsuga  menziesii)  and  lodgepole  pine 
[Pinus  contorta)  dominate  11°/o  of  the  public 
lands.  Other  vegetative  types  are:  meadows 
occurring  on  1  °/o  of  the  area  which  is  highly  pro- 
ductive and  heavily  used  by  wildlife,  mountain  shrub 
on  2°/o  of  the  area,  and  6°/o  of  the  area  is  charac- 
terized by  extremely  steep  slopes,  lack  of  vegeta- 
tion, mine  spoils,  rock  outcrops,  and  extremely 
dense  timber  or  brush.  Commercial  use  of  vegeta- 
tive resources  is  dominated  by  livestock  grazing 
and  timber  harvesting. 

The  area  includes  a  variety  of  habitats  with  a 
diverse  wildlife  population.  Principal  big  game  spe- 
cies in  the  area  are  mule  deer,  white-tailed  deer, 
elk,  moose,  bighorn  sheep,  and  antelope.  Upland 
game  birds  include  hungarian  partridge  and  blue, 
ruffed,  spruce,  and  sage  grouse.  Waterfowl  (ducks 
and  geese)  make  moderate  use  of  most  valleys  for 
nesting  and  major  migratory  use  of  the  area  each 
spring  and  fall.  The  area  is  also  habitat  for  a  variety 
of  nongame  species.  Threatened  and  endangered 
species  occurring  in  the  area  are  grizzly  bear, 
Rocky  Mountain  wolf,  peregrine  falcon,  and  bald 
eagle. 

The  public  lands  in  the  area  tend  to  serve  princi- 
pally as  winter  and  spring  habitat  for  antelope, 
mule  deer,  and  elk;  however,  significant  summer 
habitat  also  occurs  here.  Mule  deer  is  the  most 
abundant  big  game  animal  in  the  area.  Elk  habitat  is 
considered  to  be  an  important  national  resource. 
Antelope  are  very  abundant  in  the  valleys  and  foot- 
hills. Moose  and  bighorn  sheep  occur  in  select 


areas.  Bighorn  sheep  have  been  successfully  re- 
established, and  more  reintroductions  are 
planned.  Most  white-tailed  deer  inhabit  private 
lands  in  this  area. 

The  area  has  an  abundance  of  raptor  breeding 
habitat  because  of  high  densities  of  prey  and  good 
nest  sites.  The  Continental  Divide  serves  as  a 
major  migration  corridor  resulting  in  seasonal 
increases  of  raptor  populations  during  spring  and 
fall  movements.  Species  of  special  interest  include 
the  goshawk,  Cooper's  hawk,  ferruginous  hawk, 
golden  eagle,  osprey,  prairie  falcon,  merlin,  long- 
eared  owl,  burrowing  owl,  and  great  gray  owl. 

Waterfowl  occur  along  major  river  drainages  in 
the  Dillon  Resource  Area.  The  primary  use  area  is 
in  the  Centennial  Valley  adjacent  to  Red  Rock 
Lakes  National  Wildlife  Refuge,  where  waterfowl 
from  both  the  Pacific  and  Central  Flyways  are 
found.  This  valley  is  typical  of  a  high  elevation 
mountain  valley  waterfowl  breeding  area. 

The  Dillon  Resource  Area  has  an  estimated  450 
miles  of  perennial  streams  that  cross  public  lands, 
of  which  1 50  miles  are  considered  to  be  good  trout 
fisheries.  Important  fishery  areas  include  the 
upper  Red  Rock  drainage  (Centennial  Valley)  which 
supports  one  of  the  last  self-sustaining  native 
grayling  fisheries  in  Montana.  Most  drainages  also 
support  native  west  slope  cutthroat  trout  in  iso- 
lated headwaters  streams.  Nationally  known 
fisheries  include  the  Madison,  Big  Hole,  and  Bea- 
verhead rivers. 

Public  lands  in  the  area  offer  recreational  oppor- 
tunities of  local,  regional,  and  national  importance. 
Dispersed  and  site-oriented  opportunities  are 
available  for  hunting,  fishing,  camping,  picnicking, 
hiking,  winter  sports,  and  floatboating  (use  of 
canoes,  kayaks,  rafts,  and  rowboats).  The  high 
quality  of  the  area's  scenic  resources  adds 
immeasurably  to  the  quality  of  hunting,  fishing,  and 
other  recreational  activities. 

Hunting  and  fishing  are  the  primary  recreational 
pursuits  in  terms  of  amount  of  use,  quality  and 
quantity  of  opportunities,  and  user  preference. 
The  quality  of  hunting  opportunities  for  big  game, 
waterfowl,  and  upland  game  (sage  grouse)  pre- 
sents opportunities  that  match  any  skill  level.  Elk 
hunting  and  trout  fishing  opportunities  are  consi- 
dered nationally  important.  Most  recreational 
activities  in  this  area  are  pursued  in  conjunction 
with  and  as  components  of  hunting  and  fishing 
activities.  Activities  pursued  separately  from 
hunting  and  fishing  are  of  less  importance  in  terms 
of  the  amount  of  use.  Some  type  of  recreation 
takes  place  on  public  lands  in  the  area  during  all 
periods  of  the  year. 
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From  a  cultural  perspective,  the  Dillon  Resource 
Area  has  been  used  continuously  by  man  over  the 
last  1 2,000  years.  There  is  strong  evidence  that 
the  area  was  used  by  many  different  cultures  from 
many  different  areas.  Evidence  includes  ceremon- 
ial and  religous  sites,  open  occupations,  rocky 
shelters,  hunting  blinds,  teepee  rings,  individual 
and  mass  game  kill  sites,  quarries,  and  workshops. 
In  historic  times,  the  area  was  first  entered  by  the 
Lewis  and  Clark  expedition  in  1805.  It  was  an 
important  fur  trapping  area.  Real  settlement  and 
development  followed  the  discovery  of  gold  in 
1863.  There  are  numerous  trails,  mines,  struc- 
tures, towns,  and  cemetaries  found  throughout 
the  resource  area  as  evidence  of  a  colorful  history. 


Some  rural  areas  in  Madison  and  Beaverhead 
counties  have  seen  an  increase  of  subdivisions  for 
primarily  second  homes  in  recent  years.  Some 
BLM  lands  being  considered  for  disposal  are  adja- 
cent to  areas  which  have  been  subdivided  or  have 
potential  as  recreational  homesites. 


PARCELS  BEING 
CONSIDERED  FOR  SALE 

The  summary  table  of  resource  values  found  on 
the  parcels  under  consideration  for  sale  is  located 
in  Appendix  F. 


SOCIAL  AND  ECONOMIC 
CONSIDERATIONS 

The  lands  being  considered  for  sale  or  exchange 
are  located  in  Beaverhead,  Madison,  Silver  Bow, 
and  Deer  Lodge  counties.  Madison  and  Beaver- 
head counties  can  be  classified  as  rural  with  popu- 
lation densities  of  1.5  persons  per  square  mile. 
Silver  Bow  and  Deer  Lodge  counties  are  more 
urban  in  character  with  population  densities  of  53 
and  1 6.9  persons  per  square  mile,  respectively. 

Agriculture  provides  the  economic  base  in  Madi- 
son and  Beaverhead  counties.  This  agriculture  is 
primarily  cattle  grazing.  The  economics  of  Silver 
Bow  and  Deer  Lodge  counties  have  been  tradition- 
ally based  upon  mining  and  mineral  refining,  which 
has  now  largely  been  suspended.  Butte  is  the  cor- 
porate headquarters  for  Montana  Power  Com- 
pany which  now  is  the  largest  employer  in  Silver 
Bow  County.  The  major  employer  in  Deer  Lodge 
County  is  state  government  with  employment  at 
the  Warm  Springs  and  Galen  State  Hospital. 

The  counties  covered  in  this  study  receive  Pay- 
ment in  Lieu  of  Taxes  (PILT).  In  fiscal  year  1982 
this  amounted  to  $200,516  for  Beaverhead, 
$111,443  for  Deer  Lodge,  $139,921  for  Silver 
Bow  and  $169,366  for  Madison  County.  These 
payments  are  made  directly  to  the  counties  and  go 
into  their  general  funds  for  use  at  the  counties' 
discretion. 

These  counties  also  receive  revenues  indirectly 
from  the  grazing  fees  that  the  BLM  currently  col- 
lects on  grazing  leases  and  permits.  The  BLM 
returns  12-1  /2°/o  of  fees  collected  within  grazing 
districts  and  50°/o  of  fees  collected  outside  of  the 
grazing  districts  to  the  state.  These  fees  are  then 
generally  returned  to  the  counties  by  the  state,  at 
the  state's  discretion. 


Wildlife  Values 

Those  parcels  that  have  been  identified  as  contain- 
ing high  resource  values  are  summarized  in  Table 
3-2. 

TABLE  3-2 

PARCELS  WITH  HIGH  RESOURCE  VALUES 


Parcel 


Resource  Values  Identified 


7  Elk  winter  habitat,  moderate  deer 

fall-winter  habitat,  51  acres  commercial 
Douglas-fir  forest. 

1 0B  Significant  cultural  sites  requiring 

mitigation  prior  to  disposal. 

42  &  53      Significant  cultural  sites  which  may  qualify 
for  National  Register  of  Historic  Places. 

62  Elk  calving  area,  elk  spring-fall  migratory 

use,  deer  habitat,  moose  winter  use, 
mountain  grouse/upland  bird  habitat, 
moderate  raptor  habitat,  70  acres 
commercial  Douglas-fir  and  lodgepole  pine 
forest. 

73  Significant  cultural  sites,  requring 

mitigation  prior  to  disposal. 

99  Moderate  antelope  winter  habitat. 

101  Mountain  grouse/upland  bird  habitat. 

1 03  Raptor  habitat,  spring  calving  area  for  elk, 

deer  summer  habitat. 

106,  109    Waterfowl  nesting  habitat,  antelope 
&  1 1 0         summer  habitat,  mountain  grouse/upland 
bird  habitat. 

111  Antelope  summer  habitat,  mountain 

grouse/upland  bird  habitat. 

1 20  Deer  and  antelope  winter  habitat. 

135  14  acres  commercial  lodgepole  pine 

forest. 


Generally,  resource  values  tend  to  be  low  or  not 
significant  on  most  of  these  parcels.  A  notable 
exception  is  Parcel  62.  This  parcel  is  located 
approximately  2  miles  away  from  the  Madison 
River  adjacent  to  the  Beaverhead  National  Forest. 
It  has  a  southwest  aspect.  Site  analysis  has  indi- 
cated that  this  parcel  is  high  value  recreational 
and  scenic  land,  and  contains  high  value  big  game 
habitats  with  moderately  valued  riparian  and  rap- 
tor habitat.  The  area  receives  very  intensive 
spring-fall  migratory  use  by  elk  and  deer,  receives 
some  moose  winter  use,  and  is  an  elk  calving  area. 
The  wildlife  habitat  in  this  parcel  is  valued  higher 
than  the  habitat  found  on  adjoining  lands.  There  is 
also  70  acres  of  commercial  Douglas-fir  and 
lodgepole  pine  forest. 

There  are  five  other  parcels  that  have  higher  value 
wildlife  habitat  than  that  found  on  the  adjoining 
lands.  They  are  Parcels  99,  106,  109,  110  and 
1 20.  Parcel  99  contains  moderate  value  antelope 
winter  habitat  which  has  higher  habitat  value  due 
to  tillage  of  the  adjoining  lands.  Parcels  106,  109 
and  110  have  very  high  value  waterfowl  nesting 
habitat,  high  value  antelope  summer  habitat,  and 
moderate  to  high  value  mountain  grouse/upland 
bird  habitat.  These  tracts  are  currently  managed 
for  their  waterfowl  habitat  under  guidance  of  the 
Red  Rock  Habitat  Management  Plan.  Parcel  120 
contains  high  value  deer  and  antelope  winter  habi- 
tat which  has  a  higher  habitat  value  due  to  the 
prevalence  of  burning  on  adjoining  private  and 
state  lands. 

The  remaining  potential  sale  parcels  not  identified 
in  Table  3-2  tend  to  have  low,  moderate,  or  insignif- 
icant wildlife  habitat.  These  parcels  are  generally 
part  of  a  larger  wildlife  range  in  which  the  amount 
of  public  land  involved  is  minimal  in  comparison  to 
the  size  of  the  range.  There  are  no  other  unique 
wildlife  values  that  were  identified  in  the  remaining 
parcels  being  considered  for  sale. 

Cultural  Values 

Class  III  cultural  review  has  been  completed  for  all 
the  parcels  being  considered  for  sale.  Those  par- 
cels with  sites  requiring  mitigation  or  potentially 
qualifying  for  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Pla- 
ces are  noted  in  Table  3-2. 


Forestry  Values 

Approximately  135  acres  of  commercial  for- 
estland  was  identified  on  parcels  under  considera- 
tion for  sale  (see  Table  3-2). 


Recreational  Values 

Parcels  under  consideration  for  sale  have  recrea- 
tional values  which  tend  to  be  related  to  hunting 
potential.  There  is  a  direct  correlation  between 
resource  value  in  a  given  parcel  for  recreation  and 
value  as  big  game,  waterfowl,  or  upland  bird  habi- 
tat. Recreational  value  also  correlates  with  the 
availability  of  public  access,  parcel  orientation  rel- 
ative to  other  Forest  Service  or  public  lands, 
scenic  value,  and  the  wildlife  habitat  condition  on 
surrounding  lands.  Parcel  62  was  identified  as  hav- 
ing high  recreational  value  with  Parcels  7  and  65 
having  moderate  values. 

Several  parcels  were  identified  as  currently  having 
low  recreational  values,  but  have  the  potential  to 
provide  higher  quality  hunting  opportunities.  Par- 
cels 93  and  120  lack  public  access.  Parcels  106, 
1 09  and  110  have  had  habitat  improvement  mea- 
sures prescribed  in  the  Red  Rock  HMP  which 
would  substantially  improve  habitat  condition  and 
recreational  value. 

Parcel  103  was  identified  as  having  high  recrea- 
tional value  due  to  the  elk  calving  area.  This  is  a 
necessary  resource  for  high  quality  elk  hunting  on 
federal  and  state  lands  in  the  vicinity. 

Parcel  55  is  currently  utilized  by  the  BLM  as  a  raw 
sewage  dump  site.  It  receives  8,000  to  10,000 
gallons  annually  from  BLM,  Forest  Service,  and 
state  recreational  sites  in  Madison  County.  There 
are  no  other  known  alternative  dump  sites  in  Mad- 
ison County;  however,  the  Ennis  municiple  sewage 
treatment  plant  is  expected  to  be  upgraded  suffi- 
ciently to  handle  the  extra  sewage  within  5  years. 

Subdivision 

Parcels  43  and  44  have  high  potential  for  subdivi- 
sion development.  The  Shining  Mountain  Subdivi- 
sion is  being  developed  around  Parcel  44,  and 
south  and  west  of  Parcel  43.  None  of  the  other 
parcels  adjoin  existing  or  developing  subdivisions. 

Watershed  Values 

Several  permanent  sources  of  surface  water  were 
identified  on  parcels  under  consideration  for  sale 
(see  Table  3-3).  Parcel  82  is  located  within  the 
identified  watershed  for  the  community  of  Jack- 
son, Montana. 
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TABLE  3-3 

PERMANENT  SURFACE  WATER  SOURCES 

IDENTIFIED  ON  PARCELS  UNDER 

CONSIDERATION  FOR  SALE 


Parcel 


Water  Source 


. 


24 

42 

43 

53,54 

93 

109 


Burnt  Creek 

Stone  Creek 

stock  watering  reservoir 

Indian  Creek 

small  pothole  reservoir 

Jones  Creek 


Livestock  Grazing  and  Agricultural 
Values 

BLM  grazing  records  indicate  that  28  grazing 
operators  lease  36  of  the  52  potential  sale  par- 
cels. These  operators  have  total  leases  or  permits 
with  the  BLM  amounting  to  19,941  Animal  Unit 
Months  (AUMs),  with  603  AUMs  occurring  on 
parcels  under  consideration  for  sale.  There  are  five 
operators  that  have  leases  or  permits  occurring 
entirely  upon  these  parcels,  totaling  116  AUMs. 

Most  of  the  parcels  under  consideration  for  sale 
were  left  out  of  past  patent  applications  because 
of  such  physical  characteristics  as  steep  slopes, 
rock  outcrops,  high  altitude,  etc.  that  minimized 
their  value  for  agricultural  use.  Several  parcels 
occur  on  reasonably  flat  ground  at  lower  eleva- 
tions in  areas  that  are  generally  cultivated.  They 
are  parcels  10,  47,  55,  78A,  79  and  99.  These 
parcels  appeared  to  have  low  potential  for  agricul- 
tural cultivation.  The  soils  found  in  these  parcels 
are  highly  erodible  due  to  the  high  lime  content  and 
would  require  irrigation  in  order  to  prevent  soil 
loss.  The  remaining  parcels  under  consideration 
for  sale  are  nonagricultural  in  nature. 
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CHAPTER  IV 
ENVIRONMENTAL  CONSEQUENCES 


ALTERNATIVE  A-HIGH  SALE 
EMPHASIS 

Implementation  of  this  alternative  would  result  in 
the  sale  of  4,424  acres  of  public  land  into  nonfed- 
eral ownership  and  the  repositioning  of  11,110 
acres  into  a  public  ownership  pattern  more  condu- 
cive to  multiple-use  management  (refer  to  Appen- 
dix D).  This  alternative  would  result  in  the  sale  of 
0.46%  of  the  public  land  or  0.13%  of  the  total 
federal  ownership  in  the  Dillon  Resource  Area. 

There  are  certain  generic  impacts  created  by  dis- 
posal and  acquisition  actions  regardless  of  the 
method  used  to  carry  out  the  transaction  (see 
Tables  4-1  and  4-2). 

The  impacts  of  disposal  result  whenever  public 
land  is  conveyed  out  of  federal  ownership.  Under 
the  proposed  land  adjustments,  these  impacts 
would  occur  with  both  sales  and  exchanges.  Either 
action  would  result  in  the  conveyance  of  public 
lands  out  of  federal  ownership  along  with  their 
particular  resource  values. 

The  anticipated  impacts  on  nonfederal  lands 
acquired  by  exchange  will  result  from  the  estab- 
lishment of  multiple  use  management  and  priori- 


ties. Impacts  upon  the  current  land  users  will 
probably  be  minimal  since  the  current  landowner 
must  be  actively  involved  in  any  exchange  transac- 
tion. It  is  assumed  that  the  type  of  management 
and  use  priorities  to  be  given  to  an  acquired  parcel 
will  be  considered  and  determined  to  be  well  within 
the  public  interest  prior  to  the  exchange.  In  the 
absence  of  any  specific  exchange  proposals,  the 
actual  impacts  of  exchange  upon  the  offered  and 
selected  lands  cannot  be  determined. 

The  main  benefit  of  exchange  is  that  it  tends  to 
balance  the  impacts  of  disposal  with  those  of 
acquisition.  FLPMA  requires  that  the  United 
States  receive  a  fair  market  return  on  public  lands 
patented  as  a  result  of  any  sale  or  exchange.  With 
sales,  the  return  is  in  the  form  of  a  revenue  pay- 
ment to  the  United  States.  With  exchanges,  the 
return  takes  the  form  of  acquired  nonfederal 
lands,  promoting  national  goals  or  providing  for 
improved  long  term  management  of  public  resour- 
ces and  lands.  Each  exchange  should  result  in  a  net 
increase  of  public  values. 

By  and  large,  sale  offers  an  effective  method  of 
disposing  of  parcels  of  public  land.  It  decreases  the 
long-term  potential  for  a  more  acceptable  land 
ownership  pattern  by  depleting  the  stock  of  land 


TABLE  4-1 

IMPACTS  FROM  DISPOSAL 


Positive 


Negative 


Potentially  places  land  in  a  higher  use  such  as 
agricultural,  commercial,  or  residential. 

Provides  revenue  for  the  United  States. 


Decreases  management  costs  for  the  BLM. 
Increases  local  property  tax  revenues. 

Relieves  current  user  of  user  fees. 

Can  be  used  to  solve  existing  unauthorized  uses. 

Can  provide  additional  land  for  residential 
development. 


Allows  an  opportunity  for  ranchers  and  other 
agriculture  operators  to  block  up  their  holdings. 


Potential  loss  of  resource  values,  primarily 
wildlife  and  recreation. 

Loss  of  future  revenues  from  land  use 
authorizations. 

Cost  of  processing  the  disposal. 

Increase  in  property  taxes  for  person  who 
purchases  public  land. 

Loss  of  future  exchange  potential  as  disposable 
tracts  are  depleted. 

Loss  of  Payments  in  Lieu  of  Taxes. 

Potential  economic  strain  on  person  who 
currently  uses  land  but  cannot  afford  to 
purchase  it. 

Potential  lowering  of  property  values  in  a  large 
scale  program. 
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TABLE  4-2 

IMPACTS  FROM  ACQUISITION 


Positive 


Negative 


Improves  resource  values  of  existing  public  land. 


Can  provide  improved  public  access  to 
important  resource  values. 

Improves  manageability  of  existing  public  land  by 
eliminating  private  inholdings  with  potential  for 
conflicting  uses. 

Creates  more  manageable  land  ownership 
patterns. 

Increase  of  Payments  in  Lieu  of  taxes. 

Improved  manageability  can  decrease 
administrative  costs. 

Potential  for  protection  of  sensitive  resource 
values  that  may  be  permanently  damaged  by 
certain  land  uses 


Can  displace  existing  authorized  users  if  their 
use  conflicts  with  management  plans  for  the 
area. 

Removes  land  from  the  property  tax  base. 


Substantial  costs  in  processing  cases. 


available  for  future  exchanges.  Public  land  sales 
provide  the  flexibility  to  resolve  cases  of  uninten- 
tional, unauthorized  use  and  to  dispose  of  suitable 
parcels  with  limited  or  no  exchange  potential.  It 
should  be  noted  that  exchanges  are  considerably 
more  expensive  and  time  consuming  than  sales, 
since  all  exchanges  involve  both  land  disposal  and 
acquisition. 

Once  a  public  parcel  has  been  conveyed  out  of 
federal  ownership,  the  public  will  have  no  control 
over  the  resulting  land  use,  except  through  state 
and  local  laws,  ordinances,  and  zoning.  Public  con- 
trol of  mineral  development  would  remain  since 
current  BLM  policy  prevents  sale  of  any  significant 
mineral  values.  It  is  anticipated  that  land  use  will 
not  change  on  most  of  the  public  parcels  if  con- 
veyed out  of  federal  ownership. 

This  alternative  provides  the  largest  number  of 
parcels  and  acres  for  sale.  Although  several  par- 
cels could  qualify  for  either  modified  competitive  or 
direct  sale,  the  largest  proportion  would  be  sold  by 
competitive  bidding.  In  any  case,  the  buyer  would 
have  to  pay  at  least  fair  market  value. 

In  addition  to  the  general  impacts  outlined  in  Table 
4-1,  the  following  parcel  specific  impacts  are 
anticipated  as  a  result  of  the  land  sales  prescribed 
under  this  alternative. 


Subdivision  Development 

Parcels  43  and  44  have  a  high  potential  for  subdi- 
vision development.  Subdivision  of  the  surrounding 
lands  into  five  acre  tracts  will  result  in  reduced 
wildlife  habitat  value,  increased  road  building  and 
landscaping  activities,  and  restricted  use  by  graz- 
ing operators.  Recreational  value  will  likely  remain 
low  or  insignificant  due  to  the  close  availability  of 
other  public  land  in  the  general  area.  The  resource 
values  identified  on  these  parcels  are  minimal  or 
insignificant.  The  anticipated  impacts  of  sale,  if 
subdivision  should  occur,  would  be  the  loss  of,  1 50 
acres  of  low  value  deer  and  antelope  habitat  and 
the  loss  of  12  AUMs  of  grazing  capacity.  Reten- 
tion of  these  parcels  will  not  preclude  subdivision 
of  the  adjoining  lands. 

Agricultural  Development 

Parcels  10,  47,  55,  78A,  79,  and  99  have  a  low 
potential  for  cultivation.  Parcel  10  is  the  largest 
with  320  acres  and  the  rest  are  40  to  80  acres, 
scattered  throughout  the  Dillon  RA.  In  the  case  of 
cultivating  every  acre,  500  acres  of  low  value  ante- 
lope habitat  and  40  acres  of  low  value  white-tailed 
deer  habitat  would  be  lost.  Parcel  99  is  80  acres  of 
moderate  antelope  winter  habitat  valued  higher 


14 


than  the  habitat  found  on  adjoining  lands.  Small 
game  numbers  would  fluctuate  with  some  species 
declining  and  others  increasing.  The  effect  upon 
raptors  using  these  areas  for  hunting  would  prob- 
ably be  insignificant.  Approximately  80  acres  of 
significant  cultural  sites  would  be  negatively 
affected.  There  would  be  a  loss  of  82  AUMs  of 
current  rangeland  capacity  with  cultivation.  How- 
ever, anticipated  forage  crop  yields  produced  by 
irrigated  cultivation  would  greatly  surpass  the  dry 
rangeland  capacity  for  livestock  use.  If  these  par- 
cels are  cultivated  utilizing  dryland  farming  tech- 
niques, there  is  a  high  risk  of  accelerated  soil  ero- 
sion. It  is  unlikely  that  the  entire  area  contained  in 
these  parcels  will  actually  be  cultivated  because  of 
terrain,  soil,  or  water  problems. 

Wildlife 

There  are  several  parcels  identified  with  sensitive 
or  high  resource  values  which  could  be  impacted 
as  a  result  of  land  sales  proposed  under  Alterna- 
tive A. 

The  most  noteworthy  is  Parcel  62.  This  parcel  is 
an  elk  calving  area  that  receives  intensive  spring- 
fall  migratory  use  by  elk  and  deer,  and  moose  win- 
ter use.  The  risk  of  affecting  this  sensitive 
resource  is  considerable.  Any  negative  impact  to 
big  game  wildlife  values  in  this  parcel  would  be 
significantly  reflected  in  impacts  to  wildlife  and 
recreational  values  on  other  federal  lands  in  the 
vicinity. 

Parcels  106,  109,  and  110  have  very  high  value 
waterfowl  nesting  habitat,  high  value  antelope 
summer  habitat,  and  moderate  to  high  value 
mountain  grouse/upland  bird  habitat.  Parcel  120 
contains  high  value  deer  and  antelope  winter  habi- 
tat. There  is  considerable  risk  of  affecting  these 
sensitive  and  valuable  resources,  which  will  have  a 
telescoping  effect  of  impacting  wildlife  and  recrea- 
tional values  in  the  general  vicinity. 

Parcel  103  is  a  spring  calving  area  for  elk,  high 
value  deer  summer  habitat  and  high  value  raptor 
habitat.  Parcels  7,  99,  1 1 1,  1 12,  and  135  also 
have  high  or  moderate  value  wildlife  habitat.  Most 
of  these  wildlife  resources  are  also  sensitive  to 
land  use. 

Although  land  use  on  parcels  7, 62, 1 03, 1 06, 1 09, 
1 1 0,  1 1 1 ,  1 1 2,  1 20,  and  1 35  is  not  expected  to 
change  with  disposal,  the  identified  wildlife  resour- 
ces could  potentially  be  impacted  by  changing  the 
intensity  of  current  uses.  The  following  acreages 
of  moderate  and  high  value  wildlife  habitat  could  be 
affected  by  implementing  Alternative  A. 

1.     720  acres  (5  parcels)  of  elk  habitat,  of 
which  440  acres  (2  parcels)  are  calving  areas  and 


240  acres  (2  parcels)  is  winter  habitat. 

2.  1 ,044  acres  [1 1  parcels)  of  mule/white- 
tailed  deer  habitat,  of  which  400  acres  (6  parcels) 
is  winter  habitat. 

3.  1 ,437  acres  (1 2  parcels)  of  antelope  hab- 
itat, of  which  1 60  acres  (2  parcels)  is  winter  hab- 
itat. 

4.  1,201  acres  (12  parcels)  of  mountain 
grouse/upland  bird  habitat. 

5.  One  280  acre  parcel  containing  moderate 
riparian  habitat. 

6.  1,117  acres  (1 0  parcels)  of  raptor  habi- 
tat. 

7.  200  acres  (3  parcels)  of  high  value  water- 
fowl habitat. 

8.  320  acres  (4  parcels)  of  moderate  value 
small  game/furbearers  habitat. 

Cultural  Values 

Cultural  resources  could  potentially  be  impacted  if 
Alternative  A  is  adopted.  Parcels  10,  42,  53,  and 
73  (280  acres)  have  significant  cultural  sites  that 
could  be  permanently  impaired  if  disturbed,  there- 
by losing  valuable  sources  of  cultural  information. 
Sites  found  on  parcels  42  and  53  may  qualify  for 
inclusion  on  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Pla- 
ces. Parcels  1 0  and  73  could  be  mitigated  primar- 
ily through  site  mapping  and  cataloguing.  This 
would  significantly  reduce  the  potential  impacts 
resulting  from  the  sale  of  parcels  10  and  73. 

Recreation 

This  alternative  is  expected  to  have  little  impact 
upon  recreational  values  except  through  impacts 
to  big  game  habitat  identified  earlier.  With  no 
access  available  to  76°/o  of  these  parcels  and  the 
availability  of  other  federal  lands,  displacement  of 
current  recreational  users  should  be  minimal. 

Disposal  of  Parcel  55  would  impact  BLM,  Forest 
Service,  and  state  recreational  management  in 
Madison  County,  because  this  parcel  is  currently 
utilized  as  the  raw  sewage  dump  for  sewage  gen- 
erated at  recreational  sites  in  Madison  County. 
There  are  no  other  known  sites  in  the  area  includ- 
ing the  sanitary  landfill  at  Ennis  with  the  combina- 
tion of  hydrologic  character,  proximity  to  recrea- 
tion sites,  and  access  required  for  this  use. 
Consequently,  sewage  would  have  to  be  hauled  out 
of  Madison  County  at  substantial  cost  to  the  pub- 
lic. 
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Livestock  Grazing 

Implementation  of  Alternative  A  would  result  in 
the  disposal  of  603  AUMs  of  current  grazing 
capacity  by  the  BLM.  Approximately  84  AUMs 
could  be  potentially  lost  through  changing  land 
uses,  however  the  remaining  519  AUMs  would 
probably  be  utilized  by  the  private  sector.  This 
action  will  result  in  the  complete  cancellation  by 
the  BLM  of  5  grazing  leases  or  permits  and  the 
partial  cancellation  of  23  more. 

Livestock  grazing  is  the  dominant  land  use  on  most 
of  the  parcels  under  consideration  for  sale.  Imple- 
mentation of  Alternative  A  could  ultimately  dis- 
place 28  grazing  operators  from  BLM  grazing 
leases  or  permits  that  they  currently  hold.  If  these 
parcels  are  sold  to  non-leaseholders,  then  the 
grazing  leases  will  be  cancelled  by  the  BLM  and  the 
new  landowner  may  have  to  honor  the  lease  until  it 
expires.  Given  the  current  economic  condition  of 
farms  and  ranches,  the  proposed  land  sales  pre- 
sent a  dilemma.  Should  already  stretched  capital 
reserves  or  borrowing  ability  be  utilized  to  pur- 
chase these  parcels,  or  should  they  run  the  risk  of 
new  neighbors  and  the  ultimate  loss  of  grazing  on 
the  parcel?  If  grazing  is  continued  over  the  long 
run,  then  the  parcel  will  likely  be  leased  at  the 
prevailing  rates  that  private  landholders  charge. 
At  present,  the  BLM  charges  $1.40  per  AUM. 
Due  to  the  size  of  the  parcels  under  consideration 
for  sale  and  their  range  quality,  the  loss  of  grazing 
privileges  will  not  in  itself  cause  any  ranchers  to  go 
out  of  business. 

Forestry  and  Watershed 

The  BLM  would  sell  135  acres  of  commercial 
forestland  under  Alternative  A.  This  action  would 
not  affect  BLM  forest  management  activities  or 
the  allowable  cut. 

Alternative  A  is  not  expected  to  have  any  impact 
upon  any  permanent  sources  of  water  and  com- 
munity water  supplies. 

Socio  Economic  Considerations 

The  Federal  government  makes  Payments  in  Lieu 
of  Taxes  (PILT)  to  counties  based  upon  the  number 
of  acres  of  federally  managed  lands  in  the  county. 
Implementation  of  Alternative  A  could  result  in 
$3,095.01  of  lost  revenues  for  the  four  counties  in 
the  Dillon  Resource  Area.  PILT  revenues  are 
attractive  to  the  counties,  because  they  are  not 
tied  to  land  use  or  productivity  and  the  money  can 
be  used  entirely  at  the  discretion  of  the  county 
government.  PILT  revenues  are  not  a  guaranteed 
source  of  income  for  the  counties,  because  they 


must  be  appropriated  by  Congress  every  year.  On 
the  other  hand,  county  property  taxes  are  a  guar- 
anteed annual  assessment  under  the  control  of 
the  county  governments.  A  large  percentage  of 
property  tax  revenues  must,  by  statue  or  ordi- 
nance, be  used  to  finance  county  schools. 

On  marginal  agricultural  lands,  which  character- 
ized most  of  the  identified  public  lands,  PILT 
revenues  are  higher  than  property  taxes.  The  net 
difference  between  PILT  losses  and  increased 
property  tax  revenues  by  county  are  summarized 
in  Table  4-3.  The  method  utilized  to  compute  these 
figures  is  explained  in  Appendix  H. 

TABLE  4-3 

REDUCTIONS  IN  COUNTY  INCOMES  BY  SALE 
OF  PUBLIC  LANDS  UNDER  ALTERNATIVE  A 


County 


Loss  of  Income  per  Year 


Beaverhead 
Madison 
Deer  Lodge 
Silver  Bow 


$98.25 
$141.18 
$246.00 
No  sales  are  proposed 


Total  annual  county  revenue  lost  as  a  result  of 
public  land  sales  is  $485.43.  In  terms  of  total 
county  revenues,  the  difference  between  PILT 
losses  and  increased  property  taxes  is  insignifi- 
cant and  subject  to  change  yearly. 

Exchange  of  proposed  parcels  would  not  change 
the  overall  PILT  or  property  taxes  on  a  statewide 
basis.  However  specific  exchanges  could  shift 
some  payments  between  counties.  If  all  of  the 
lands  identified  by  county  were  exchanged  for 
lands  outside  of  the  county,  the  effect  on  PILT  is 
summarized  in  Table  4-4. 


TABLE  4-4 

REDUCTION  IN  PILT  REVENUES  BY 

EXCHANGE  OF  PUBLIC  LANDS  IDENTIFIED  IN 

ALTERNATIVE  A  FOR  NONFEDERAL  LAND  IN 

ANOTHER  COUNTY 


County 


Reduced  PILT 


Beaverhead 
Madison 
Deer  Lodge 
Silver  Bow 


$211.85 

$699.87 

$482.74 

$1,215.12 
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Total  annual  county  revenue  losses  as  a  result  of 
exchange  of  public  lands  for  nonfederal  lands  out- 
side of  the  Dillon  Resource  Area  could  potentially 
be  $2,609.58.  This  is  an  extreme  example, 
because  it  is  unlikely  that  all  of  the  lands  identified 
would  be  exchanged  for  lands  out  of  a  given  county, 
but  rather  a  mix  of  small  gains  and  losses  is  antici- 
pated for  each  county  as  the  land  adjustment  pro- 
gram progresses.  Further,  most  or  all  of  the 
losses  in  county  PILT  income  would  be  replaced  by 
increased  property  tax  revenues,  thereby  reduc- 
ing the  overall  affect  to  a  minimal  level. 

Under  Alternative  A,  there  would  be  a  reduction  of 
$844.20  ($1.40/AUM)  in  the  grazing  fees  col- 
lected by  the  BLM.  This  is  a  minimal  reduction  in 
the  fees  collected;  however,  a  percentage  of  these 
fees  are  funneled  through  the  state  to  the  coun- 
ties in  which  the  fees  were  collected.  The  overall 
affect  would  be  an  additional  small  reduction  in 
county  income  as  a  result  of  public  land  sales. 

The  impact  of  land  sales  and  adjustments  under 
Alternative  A  upon  the  cost  of  government  servi- 
ces, school  districts,  county,  or  local  governments 
would  be  minimal. 

Under  Alternative  A,  the  impact  to  state  lands  and 
management  should  be  minimal.  None  of  the  par- 
cels under  consideration  for  sale  adjoin  state  lands 
managed  by  the  Montana  Department  of  Fish, 
Wildlife  and  Parks.  Any  public  lands  identified  by 
the  Department  of  State  Lands  for  possible 
exchange  were  removed  from  any  consideration 
for  sale. 

Conclusion 

The  sale  of  4,424  acres  of  public  land  could  be 
considered  an  irretrievable  commitment  of 
resources,  in  that  this  acreage  with  its  indemic 
resource  values  will  pass  out  of  public  ownership 
and  this  loss  is  not  balanced  by  acquisition  of  other 
comparable  acreages  with  comparable  resource 
values. 


ALTERNATIVE  B-EXCHANGE 
ONLY 

Implementation  of  this  alternative  would  result  in 
the  repositioning  of  15,534  acres  of  public  land 
into  a  public  ownership  pattern  more  conducive  to 
multiple-use  management.  There  would  be  no 
sales  of  public  land  under  the  Dillon  land  adjust- 
ment program. 

The  anticipated  environmental  impacts  of  this 
alternative  upon  the  public  lands  managed  by  the 
Dillon  Resource  Area  would  be  beneficial.  Some 


resource  values  would  be  conveyed  out  of  federal 
ownership;  however,  these  values  would  be 
replaced.  In  exchanges  involving  public  lands  with 
significant  resource  values,  the  impacts  would  be 
mitigated  by  the  significant  or  sensitive  resource 
values  acquired  on  the  nonfederal  lands.  In  most 
exchange  transactions,  the  BLM  will  dispose  of 
public  lands  with  low  management  potential  while 
acquiring  lands  of  equal  or  higher  public  value  that 
will  allow  for  improved  management  in  retention 
areas  and/or  acquire  lands  with  sensitive  or  high 
resource  values.  This  action  would  result  in  a  net 
public  benefit. 

This  alternative  is  initially  the  most  time  consum- 
ing and  costly  of  the  four  alternatives.  It  is  antici- 
pated that  a  significant  number  of  the  small  40-to 
320-acre  exchanges  could  be  consolidated  into  a 
group  or  land  pool  thereby  reducing  the  overall 
costs;  however,  these  transactions  will  still  involve 
disposal  and  acquisition  activities  with  their 
attendant  costs.  No  revenue  would  be  produced 
for  the  United  States. 

Compared  with  other  alternatives,  this  alternative 
would  have  the  largest  pool  of  land  available  for 
exchange.  This  increases  the  probability  of  reach- 
ing mutual  exchange  agreements  with  willing  non- 
federal landowners  who  have  lands  identified  as 
suitable  for  acquisition.  This  alternative  has  the 
highest  potential  for  achieving  an  optimal  public 
land  ownership  pattern  while  acquiring  the  most 
lands  with  high  public  resource  values. 

This  alternative  does  not  have  the  flexibility  to 
dispose  of  lands  with  no  potential  for  exchange.  It 
limits  the  ability  of  the  BLM  to  resolve  unique  lands 
cases  such  as  unauthorized  use. 

This  alternative  could  affect  PILT  revenues 
received  by  the  counties.  It  is  not  likely,  but  if  all  the 
identified  acreage  is  exchanged  out  of  a  county, 
then  loss  of  PILT  revenues  would  result  as  shown 
in  Table  4-5. 


TABLE  4-5 

REDUCTION  IN  PILT  REVENUES  BY 

EXCHANGE  OF  PUBLIC  LANDS  IDENTIFIED  IN 

ALTERNATIVE  B  FOR  NONFEDERAL  LAND  IN 

ANOTHER  COUNTY 


County 


Lost  PILT 


Beaverhead 
Madison 
Deer  Lodge 
Silver  Bow 


$423.86 
$1,052.94 

$799.83 
$1,215.12 
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Some  of  this  annual  loss  could  be  made  up  with 
increased  property  taxes,  but  this  would  depend 
on  the  use  of  the  land  and  the  type  of  nonfederal 
party  involved  in  the  exchange.  It  is  unlikely  that  all 
of  the  lands  identified  would  be  exchanged  for  lands 
out  of  a  given  county,  but  rather  a  mix  of  small 
gains  and  losses  is  anticipated  for  each  county  as 
the  land  adjustment  progressses. 


ALTERNATIVE  C— NO  ACTION 

Under  this  alternative,  no  public  land  would  be  dis- 
posed of  or  repositioned  into  a  improved  public 
ownership  pattern.  This  alternative  is  contrary  to 
Dillon  MFP  recommendations. 

Permanent  retention  is  deemed  unreasonable, 
because  most  of  the  parcels  identified  for  disposal 
in  the  Dillon  MFP  are  isolated  and/or  surrounded 
by  private  lands.  The  public  often  receives  little  or 
no  benefit  from  these  isolated  parcels.  Other  than 
exchange,  no  outstanding  management  opportuni- 
ties are  identified  in  current  planning  except  on 
parcels  1 06, 1 09,  and  110.  Most  of  these  parcels 
do  not  have  administrative  or  public  access. 

This  alternative  does  not  leave  any  lands  available 
to  fulfill  any  land  acquisition  goals  outlined  in  the 
MFP.  Currently,  there  are  several  parcels  involved 
in  active  and  beneficial  exchange  proposals. 

Under  this  alternative,  there  would  be  no  environ- 
mental impacts  to  any  resource.  Public  values 
would  remain  unchanged,  as  would  the  current 
social  and  economic  climate  that  exists  today. 
Management  opportunities  to  provide  additional 
public  access,  protect  sensitive  and  high  value 
resources,  resolve  unauthorized  use,  and  improve 
land  use  and  management  would  all  be  ignored. 
Current  administrative  problems  due  to  the  exist- 
ing public  ownership  pattern  would  remain  and 
continue  to  plague  public  land  management.  There 
would  be  no  irretrievable  commitment  of  public 
resources  under  this  alternative. 


ALTERNATIVE  D-THE 
PROPOSED  ACTION 

Implementation  of  the  proposed  action  would 
result  in  the  sale  of  2,987  acres  of  public  land  to 
nonfederal  ownership  and  the  repositioning  of 
1 2,547  acres  of  public  land  into  a  public  ownership 
pattern  more  conducive  to  multiple-use  manage- 
ment (refer  to  Appendix  D).  This  alternative  would 
result  in  the  sale  of  0.31  °/o  of  the  public  lands  or 
0.08°/o  of  the  total  federal  ownership  in  the  Dillon 
Resource  Area. 


All  of  the  general  impacts  of  disposal,  acquisition, 
and  exchange  identified  in  Tables  4-1  and  4-2  and 
discussed  earlier  under  Alternative  A  apply  to  the 
proposed  action.  Several  of  the  parcels  under  con- 
sideration for  sale  under  Alternative  A  have  poten- 
tially significant  resource  or  management  impacts 
which  could  not  be  mitigated  prior  to  sale.  These 
parcels  would  be  removed  from  consideration  for 
sale  and  placed  into  the  exchange  pool.  This  will 
mitigate  and  alter  a  number  of  the  site  specific 
impacts  identified  earlier  under  Alternative  A. 

This  alternative  eliminates  the  impacts  asso- 
ciated with  the  sale  under  Alternative  A  on  parcels 
7,  1 0B,  42,  53,  55,  62,  73,  1 03,  1 06,  1 09,  1 1 0, 
111,  and  1 20.  These  parcels  were  removed  from 
the  potential  sale  list  because  of  unique  or  high 
value  wildlife  habitat,  significant  cultural  sites,  or 
recreational  significance. 

Subdivision  Development 

The  impacts  of  subdivision  would  be  as  noted  ear- 
lier under  Alternative  A. 

Agriculture  Development 

The  impacts  of  cultivation  noted  under  Alternative 
A  would  change  slightly.  Impacts  upon  Parcel  55 
would  be  deferred  until  the  Ennis  sewage  treat- 
ment plant  is  upgraded.  Parcel  55  contains  80 
acres  of  low  value  antelope  habitat  and  1 4  AUMs 
of  grazing  capacity.  Parcel  10B  containing  80 
acres,  would  have  the  identified  cultural  values 
mitigated  prior  to  exchange.  The  potential  impacts 
resulting  from  cultivation  under  the  proposed 
action  are: 

disturbance  of  420  acres  of  low  value  antelope 
habitat, 

disturbance  of  40  acres  of  low  value  white- 
tailed  deer  habitat,  and 

loss  of  68  AUMs  of  current  grazing  capacity. 

Wildlife 

Under  the  proposed  action,  all  of  the  high  value 
wildlife  habitat,  except  for  40  acres  of  mountain 
grouse/upland  bird  habitat,  was  removed  from  the 
potential  sale  list.  The  following  acreages  of  mod- 
erate value  wildlife  habitat  could  be  affected  by 
implementing  Alternative  D. 

1 .  40  acres  (1  parcel]  of  elk  habitat,  with  no 
calving  or  winter  habitat  affected. 

2.  404  acres  (8  parcels)  of  mule/white- 
tailed  deer  habitat,  of  which  200  acres  (4  parcels) 
is  winter  habitat. 
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3.  960  acres  (6  parcels]  of  antelope  habitat, 
of  which  80  acres  (1  parcel)  is  winter  habitat. 

4.  404  acres  (5  parcels)  of  mountain 
grouse/upland  bird  habitat,  of  which  40  acres  (1 
parcel)  is  high  value  habitat. 

5.  400  acres  (4  parcels)  of  moderate  value 
raptor  habitat. 

Cultural  Values 

Full  cultural  resource  inventory  of  the  remaining 
parcels  under  consideration  for  sale  has  not 
revealed  any  significant  sites  or  artifacts.  There 
are  no  anticipated  impacts  to  cultural  resources 
expected  under  the  proposed  action. 

Recreation 

No  impact  to  recreation  resources  or  manage- 
ment is  anticipated. 

Livestock  Grazing  and  Forestry 

The  proposed  action  could  result  in  the  disposal  of 
458  AUMs  of  current  grazing  capacity  and  14 
acres  of  commercial  forestland.  This  action  will 
result  in  the  complete  cancellation  of  3  grazing 
leases  or  permits,  and  partial  cancellation  of  17 
others. 

Socio  Economic  Considerations 

The  general  impacts  and  discussion  of  county 
revenues  in  Alternative  A  also  apply  to  this  alter- 
native. The  difference  in  county  income  between 
PILT  losses  and  property  tax  increases  are  sum- 
marized in  Table  4-6. 

TABLE  4-6 

REDUCTIONS  IN  COUNTY  INCOME  BY  SALE 
OF  PUBLIC  LANDS  UNDER  ALTERNATIVE  D 


Total  annual  revenue  lost  as  a  result  of  sale  of  all 
the  identified  parcels  is  $377.50. 

Exchange  of  the  acres  identified  under  this  alter- 
native would  have  a  greater  effect  on  PILT  if  the 
entire  acreage  was  exchanged  outside  of  the 
county  (see  Table  4-7). 

TABLE  4-7 

REDUCTION  IN  PILT  REVENUES  BY 

EXCHANGE  OF  PUBLIC  LANDS  IDENTIFIED  IN 

ALTERNATIVE  D  FOR  NONFEDERAL  LAND  IN 

ANOTHER  COUNTY 


County 


Reduced  PILT 


Beaverhead 
Madison 
Deer  Lodge 
Silver  Bow 


$841.68 

$289.53 

$482.74 

$1,215.12 


The  annual  total  potential  revenue  lost  by 
exchange  could  be  $2,829.07.  These  reductions  in 
PILT  would  be  offset  by  increased  property  taxes 
depending  upon  the  land  use.  It  is  unlikely  that  all  of 
the  lands  identified  would  be  exchanged  for  non- 
federal lands  outside  of  a  given  county. 

Conclusion 

The  sale  of  2,987  acres  of  public  land  could  be 
considered  an  irretrievable  commitment  of 
resources,  in  that  this  acreage  with  its  indemic 
resource  values  will  pass  out  of  public  ownership 
and  this  loss  is  not  balanced  by  acquisition  of  other 
comparable  acreages  with  comparable  resource 
values. 


County 


Loss  In  Income  Per  Year 


Beaverhead 
Madison 
Deer  Lodge 
Silver  Bow 


$69.97 
$61.53 
$246.00 
No  sales  are  proposed 
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CHAPTER  V 
CONSULTATION  AND  COORDINATION 


CONSULTATION 

The  following  public  agencies  were  consulted  to 
assure  consistency  with  other  federal,  state,  and 
local  policies  and  plans: 

Beaverhead  County  Commissioners 
Beaverhead  County  Planning  Board 
Butte-Silver  Bow  Council  of  Commissioners 
Deer  Lodge  County  Commissioners 
Fish,  Wildlife  and  Parks,  State  of  Montana 

Joel  Peterson— Dillon  Biologist 

Howard  Crest— Sheridan  Biologist 

Mike  Frisina— Butte  Biologist 
Governor's  Office,  State  of  Montana 
Governor's  Planning  Task  Force 
Madison  County  Commissioners 
Madison  County  Planning  Board 
Montana  State  Historic  Preservation  Office 
Montana  State  University,  Department  of  Biology 
Montana  State  University,  Range  Experimental 

Station 
State  Lands,  State  of  Montana 

Dennis  Hemmer — State  Lands  Commissioner 

Kelly  Blake— Administrator:  Land  Administra- 
tion Division 
United  States  Forest  Service,  Beaverhead 
National  Forest 


PUBLIC  INVOLVEMENT 

An  active  public  involvement  process  was  under- 
taken at  the  beginning  of  the  Asset  Management 
initiative.  The  call  for  public  nominations  began 
early  in  April  1983.  There  have  been  3  news 
releases  dated  April  5,  April  22,  and  July  1;  and  a 
number  of  news  stories  have  been  generated  in 
the  interim. 


As  the  environmental  assessment  was  developed, 
public  involvement  continued  at  all  levels.  The  fol- 
lowing organizations  and  businesses  were  con- 
sulted or  provided  imput: 

American  Public  Land  Exchange  Co.  Inc. 

Anaconda  Sportsmen's  Association 

Bridger  Environmental  Education  Program 

Diamond  Hitch  Outfitters 

Dillon  Kiwanis  Club 

Jack  Atcheson  &  Sons,  Inc. 

Last  Change  Audubon  Society 

Montana  Chapter  of  the  Sierra  Club 

Montana  Wildlife  Federation 

Montana  Wildlife  Fund 

National  Wildlife  Federation 

Poison  Outdoors  Inc. 

Sievert  Construction 

Skyline  Sportsmen's  Association,  Inc. 

Southwest  Stockgrowers  Association 

Wilderness  Society 

Wildlands  and  Resources  Association 

Wildlands  for  the  Future,  Ltd. 


DISTRIBUTION 

All  of  the  above  listed  agencies,  organizations,  and 
businesses  will  receive  a  copy  of  the  environmen- 
tal assessment.  In  addition  copies  will  go  to  all 
Dillon  R.A.  grazing  lessees,  all  landowners  adjacent 
to  the  parcels  under  consideration,  any  person 
who  has  a  known  interest  or  current  use  on  these 
parcels,  and  all  individuals  who  sent  in  comments 
or  nominations. 
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CHAPTER  VI 
LIST  OF  PREPARERS 


This  EA  was  compiled,  prepared,  and  reviewed  by 
BLM  specialists  from  the  Butte  District  Office 
(BDO),  the  Dillon  Resource  Area  Office  (DRA),  and 
the  Montana  State  Office  (MSO). 


Project  Manager  Russell  E.  Sorensen  (BDO) 

Technical  Coordinator  Michael  K.  Small  (BDO) 

NEPA  Compliance  Gary  L.  Gerth  (BDO) 

Lands  Fred  C.  Stokke  (DRA) 

Public  Info.  Specialist  Millard  0.  Hulse  (BDO) 
Nomination  Review,  Editing  Carole  L.  Mackin  (BDO) 

Wildlife  Lewis  H.  Meyers  (DRA) 

Recreation  Bruce  F.  Botsford  (DRA) 

Range  Jack  L  Schield  (DRA) 

Thomas  A.  Whitmer  (DRA) 

Forestry  Delon  W.  Potter  (DRA) 

Cultural  Resources  John  F.  Taylor  (BDO) 

Geology  David  R.  Williams  (BDO) 
Social  &  Economic  Analysis  David  K.  Nelson  (BDO) 

Soils  William  C.  Fanning  (BDO) 

Visual  Information  Mark  S.  Koski  (BDO) 

Word  Processing  Delores  A.  Vavas  (BDO) 

Offset  Photographer  James  W.  Chapman  (MSO) 

Printing  Technician  Kathy  E.  Ives  (MSO) 

Printing  Specialist  Rick  L  Kirkness  (MSO) 

Illustrator  Larry  J.  Davis  (MSO) 
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APPENDIX  A 

LIST  OF  TRACTS  IDENTIFIED  FOR  DISPOSAL  BY 
THE  DILLON  MANAGEMENT  FRAMEWORK  PLAN 

SEPTEMBER  1979 


Parcel 
Number 


Legal  Description 


Acres 


Recreation 
Map 
Number        County 


1  T1 S,  R1 W,  Section  9:  NWV4NEV4 

2  T1 S,  R2W,  Section  22:  SV2SWV4 

4  T1 S,  R4W,  Section  30:  Lots  5.  9.  1 0.  1 1 ,  1 2,  1 3, 
14,  15.  NEV4NWV4 

5  T1 S,  R6W.  Section  32:  NWV» 

7  T2S,  R3W,  Section  1 1 :  NV2NEV4 

Section  1 2:  NWV4NWV4 

8  T2S,  R3W,  Section  24:  Lots  4,  5,  6.  8,  SWV4SEV4 

9  T2S,  R4W,Section  6:  Lots  7,  8,  9,  1 0 
1 0A  T2S,  R5W,Section  28:  NEV*.  N V2SEV4 
1 0B  T2S,  R5W,  Section  28:  SV2SEV4 

1 1  T3S,  R1  E.Section  5:  Segregated  survey  in  SEV* 

1 2  T3S,  R1 E,  Section  7:  Lot  7 

1 3  T3S.  R1 E,  Section  8:  Lots  1 6,  1 8 

1 4  T3S,  R 1  E.Section  1 9:  Lots  3.  1 4.  1 5.  1 6.  1 7,  1 8. 
19,  20,  21,  22,  partial  23,  partial  24,  partial  25 
T3S,  R1W,Section  13:SEV4 

Section  24:  SE1A 

1 5  T3S.  R1  E.Section  28:  Lots  1 ,  2.  EV2NWV4 

1 6  T3S.  R1 E.  Section  32:  SEV4NWV4 

1 7  T3S.  R 1  W.Section  3:  Lots  1 ,  2 

20  T3S.  R1 W.  Section  1 1 :  Lot  1 

21  T3S.  R1 W,  Section  1 9:  Lot  7.EV2SEV4,  partial 
NV2SWV2NEV4 

22  T3S,  R1 W,  Section  25:  NEV4SEV4 

23  T3S,  R1 W,  Section  26:  Lots  1 ,  2 

24  T3S,  R1 W,  Section  35:  SWV4SWV4 

28  T4S,  R1 E,  Section  6:  Lot  2 

29  T4S,  R1 W,  Section  3:  Lot  1 
31  T4S,  R4W,  Section  31 :  SEV» 

33  T4S,  R5W,  Section  1 3:  NWV4SEV4 

34A  T4S,  R7W.  Section  26:  NWV4NEV4,  SV2NWV4. 

SWV4 

34B  T4S,  R7W,  Section  26:  NV2NWV4 

35  T5S,  R1 W.  Section  1 8:  Lots  1 ,  2 

36  T5S,  R1 W,  Section  1 8:  EV2SEV4 

37  T5S.R1W,  Section  20:  NV2NWV4 

38  T5S,  R7W,  Section  22:  IVPteNWV*,  SWV4NWV4 

39  T6S.  R1 W.  Section  1 2:  NEV4SWV4 

40  T6S,  R6W,  Section  14:  NV2SEV4,  SWV4SEV4, 
SEV4SWV4 


40 

33 

Madison 

80 

33 

Madison 

337 

32 

Madison 

160 

32 

Madison 

120 

33 

Madison 

188 

33 

Madison 

159 

32 

Madison 

240 

32 

Madison 

80 

32 

Madison 

20 

33 

Madison 

2 

33 

Madison 

21 

33 

Madison 

618 


33 


Madison 


125 

33 

Madison 

40 

33 

Madison 

86 

33 

Madison 

40 

33 

Madison 

160 

33 

Madison 

40 

33 

Madison 

63 

33 

Madison 

40 

33 

Madison 

45 

33 

Madison 

39 

33 

Madison 

160 

32 

Madison 

40 

32 

Madison 

280 

32 

Madison 

80 

32 

Madison 

92 

33 

Madison 

80 

33 

Madison 

80 

33 

Madison 

120 

32 

Madison 

40 

33 

Madison 

160 


32 


Madison 
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Parcel 
Number 


Legal  Description 


Acres 


Recreation 

Map 

Number 


County 


41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 
54 
55 
56 
57 
58 
59 
60 
61 
62 


63 


64 
65 
67 
68 
69 

71 
72 
73 
74 
75 
76 

77 
78A 


T6S,  R6W,  Section  22:  Lot  1 

T6S,  R7W,  Section  34:  NWV4NEV4 

T7S,  R1 W,  Section  18:  Lot  1 ,  NEV4NWV4 

T7S,  R1 W,  Section  18:  Lots  3,  4 

T7S,  R1W.  Section  30:  Lots  3,  4,  EV2SWV4 

T7S,  R6W,  Section  32:  SV2SV2 

T7S,  R7W,  Section  2:  NEV4SEV4 

T7S,  R7W,  Section  26:  SEV4SWV4 

T7S,  R7W,  Section  27:  NWV4SEV4 

T7S,  R7W,  Section  35:  NWV4NWV4 

T8S,  R1  E,  Section  8:  SWV4SEV4 

T8S,  R1  E,  Section  22:  SWV4NEV4 

T8S,  R1 E,  Section  28:  NVsNVa, 

T8S,  R1E,  Section  28:  SV2 

T8S,  R1 E,  Section  34:  SV2SWV4 

T9S,  R1 E,  Section  34:  SWV4NEV4 

T10S,  R4W,  Section  17:  EV2SEV4 

T10S,  R4W,  Section  18:  SEV4NEV4 

T10S,  R4W,  Section  19:  NV2NEV4 

T10S,  R4W,  Section  21:  EV2NWV4,  SWV4 

T10S,  R4W,  Section  29:  NE1A 

T1 1 S,  R2E,  Section  20:  SEV4NWV4,  EV2SWV4, 
SV2SEV4 

Section  28:  NWV4NWV4 

Section  29:  NEV4NEV4 

T1 3S,  R1 W,  Section  1 :  Lots  1 ,  2.  3,  4.  SV2NV2, 

SEV4 

Section  2:  Lots  1,  2,  3,  4,  SV2NV2 
Section  3:  Lots  1,  2,  3.  4,  SV2NV2 
Section  4:  Lots  1,  2,  3.  SV2NEV4,  SEV4NWV4 

T13S,  R1W,  Section  5:  SWV4SWV4 

T13S,  R1W,  Section  6:  Lot  3 

T1 S.  R1 1 W,  Section  5:  Lot  2 

T1S.R11W,  Section  17:  Lot  5 

T2S,  R9W,  Section  29:  SEV4SWV4 
Section  32:  NEV4NWV4 

T2S,  R1  6W,  Section  3:  Lot  3 

T2S,  R1 6W,  Section  35:  WV2SWV4 

T3S,  R16W,  Section  3:  NEV4NEV4 

T3S,  R16W,  Section  10:  NEV4NEV4 

T4S,  R9W,  Section  21:  EV2NEV4 

T5S,  R7W,  Section  19:  SEV4NEV4 

Section  20:  EV2NWV4,  SWV4NWV4,  NWV4SWV4 
T5S,  R8W,  Section  27:  SWV4NEV4 
T5S.  R9W,  Section  3:  E1/2NW1/4SE1/4,  SWV4SEV4 


41 

32 

Madison 

40 

32 

Madison 

77 

33 

Madison 

73 

33 

Madison 

153 

33 

Madison 

160 

32 

Madison 

40 

32 

Madison 

40 

32 

Madison 

40 

32 

Madison 

40 

32 

Madison 

40 

33 

Madison 

40 

33 

Madison 

160 

33 

Madison 

320 

33 

Madison 

80 

33 

Madison 

40 

33 

Madison 

80 

42 

Madison 

40 

42 

Madison 

80 

42 

Madison 

240 

42 

Madison 

160 

42 

Madison 

280 

42 

Madison 

1,369 


42 


Madison 


40 

42 

Madison 

40 

42 

Madison 

29 

32 

Beaverhead 

17 

32 

Beaverhead 

80 

32 

Beaverhead 

40 

31 

Beaverhead 

80 

31 

Beaverhead 

40 

31 

Beaverhead 

40 

31 

Beaverhead 

80 

32 

Beaverhead 

200 

32 

Beaverhead 

40 

32 

Beaverhead 

60 

32 

Beaverhead 

26 


Parcel 
Number 


Legal  Description 


Recreation 

Map 

Acres         Number        County 


78B  T5S,  R9W,  Section  3:  SWV4NEV4,  SVaNWV4. 

NV2SWV4,  WV2NWV4SEV4 

79  T5S,  R9W,  Section  9:  SWV4SEV4 

81  T5S,  R1 4W,  Section  29:  NWV4SEV4 

82  T5S.R14W,  Section  30:  Lot  1 

83  T5S,  R1 4W,  Section  32:  NEV4NEV4 

84  T5S,  R14W,  Section  32:  SEV4SWV4 

86  T7S,  R1 2W,  Section  5:  Lot  1 ,  SEV4NEV4,  NEV4SEV4, 
EV2SEV4 

87  T9S,  R1 OW,  Section  27:  WV2SWV4 

88  T1  OS,  R6W.  Section  34:  SVa 

89  T1 1 S,  R5W,  Section  1 :  Lot  1 ,  SE V4NEV4 

90  T1  OS,  R1 1 W,  Section  8:  SEV4NEV4 

91  T10S.R11W.  Section  9:  SEV4SWV4 

92  T1 1 S,  R6W,  Section  33:  NWV4NEV4 

93  T1 1 S,  R6W,  Section  35:  NWV4NEV4 

94  T1 1 S,  R8W,  Section  3:  SWV4SEV4 

95  T1 1 S,  R8W,  Section  9:  NWV4NWV4 

96  T1 1 S,  R8W,  Section  1 0:  WV2SWV4 

97  T1 1 S,  R8W,  Section  1 1 :  NV2NEV4,  NEV4NWV4 

98  T1 1 S,  R8W,  Section  1 5:  SWV4SWV4 

99  T1 1 S,  R1  OW,  Section  35:  SEV4SWV4,  SWV4SEV4 

100  T12S.R10W,  Section  26:  SWV4 

101  T1 3S.  R2W,  Section  2:  SEV4SEV4 

1 02  T1 3S,  R2W,  Section  1 2:  Lot  1 0 

1 03  T1 3S,  R2W,  Section  1 8:  N V2NEV4,  SEVaNEVa, 
NEV4SEV4 

1 04  T1 3S,  R7W,  Section  32:  SEV4SEV4 

1 05  T1 4S,  R1 E,  Section  4:  Lots  8,  9,  1 2.  1 3, 

Section  9:  Lot  3 

1 06  T1 4S,  R3W,  Section  7:  SEV4SWV4 

Section  18:  NEV4NWV4 

1 07  T1 4S,  R3W,  Section  1 1 :  NWVa,  NWV4SWV4 

108  T14S,  R3W.  Section  14:  SEV4NWV4,  NWV4SWV4, 
NEV4SEV4 

1 09  T1 4S,  R3W,  Section  1 7:  SWV4NE 1/4,  NWV4SEV4 

110  T14S,  R4W,  Section  13:  NWV4SEV4 

1 1 1  T1 4S,  R4W,  Section  1 8:  Lot  3,  NEV4SW 1A 

112  T14S,  R5W,  Section  21:  SEV4SEV4, 

Section  22:  SV2SWV4 

1 1 3  T1 4S,  R5W,  Section  29:  Lot  6 

1 1 4  T1 4S,  R5W,  Section  31 :  Lots  5,  7,  8 

115  T1 4S,  R6W,  Section  35:  NEV*.  SV2NWV4 

116  T14S,  R7W,  Section  1:  NV2SWV4 


220 

32 

Beaverhead 

40 

32 

Beaverhead 

40 

31 

Beaverhead 

43 

31 

Beaverhead 

40 

31 

Beaverhead 

40 

31 

Beaverhead 

163 

31 

Beaverhead 

80 

32 

Beaverhead 

320 

42 

Beaverhead 

110 

42 

Madison 

40 

41 

Beaverhead 

40 

41 

Beaverhead 

40 

42 

Beaverhead 

40 

42 

Beaverhead 

40 

41 

Beaverhead 

40 

41 

Beaverhead 

80 

41 

Beaverhead 

120 

41 

Beaverhead 

40 

41 

Beaverhead 

80 

41 

Beaverhead 

160 

41 

Beaverhead 

40 

42 

Beaverhead 

40 

42 

Beaverhead 

160 

42 

Beaverhead 

40 

42 

Beaverhead 

200 

42 

Beaverhead 

80 

42 

Beaverhead 

200 

42 

Beaverhead 

120 

42 

Beaverhead 

80 

42 

Beaverhead 

40 

42 

Beaverhead 

77 

42 

Beaverhead 

120 

42 

Beaverhead 

43 

42 

Beaverhead 

77 

42 

Beaverhead 

240 

42 

Beaverhead 

80 

42 

Beaverhead 

27 


Parcel 
Number 


Legal  Description 


Acres 


Recreation 
Map 
Number        County 


117  T14S.R7W,  Section  5:  Lots  1,4  79 

118  T14S,R8W.  Section  1:  Lots  1,2  81 

119  T1 4S.  R8W,  Section  9:  NWV4SE 1A  40 

1 20  T1 4S,  R9W,  Section  1 3:  SEV4NWV4,  NE V4SWV4  80 

1 21  T1 N,  R6W,  Section  27:  Lots  5.  6,  7  92 

1 22  T1 N,  R6W,  Section  29:  SEV4NEV4,  NEV4SEV4  80 

1 23  T1 N,  R6W,  Section  32:  SV2SEV4  80 

124  T1N.R8W,  Section  6:  Lots  6.7,  11,  12,  13  145 

125  T1N.R9W,  Section  4:  Lots  1,2  39 

1 26  T1  N,  R9W,  Section  4:  Lot  5.  NV2SWV4,  SEV4SWV4         1 60 

1 27  T1 S,  R5W.  Section  6:  SV2SWV4,  SWV4SEV4  1 20 

1 28  T1 S,  R6W,  Section  4:  Lot  1 ,  SEV4NEV4,  68 

1 29  T1 S,  R6W,  Section  4:  SWV4NWV4  40 

1 30  T1 S,  R6W,  Section  8:  WV2WV2  1 60 

131  T1 S,  R6W,  Section  1 2:  NV2NEV4,  NWV4,  280 
NWV4SWV4, 

1 32  T1 S,  R6W,  Section  1 2:  NEV4SEV4  40 

1 33  T1 S,  R6W,  Section  1 4:  All  640 

1 34  T1 S.  R9W,  Section  28:  WV2SWV4.  SEV4SWV4  1 20 

135  T 1 N,  R 1 4W,  Section  1 0:  Lot  3  44 

1 36  T1 N,  R14W,  Section  20:  NWV4NWV4,  SV2NWV4,  240 
NV2SWV4,  SWV4SWV4 

1 37  T1 N,  R14W,  Section  30:  NV2NEV4,  SWV4NEV4.  280 
EV2NWV4,  NEV4SWV4,  NWV4SEV4 

1 38  T2N,  R1 2W,  Section  1 :  NWV4SWV4,  40 

1 39  T2N.  R1 2W,  Section  1 :  SEV4SWV4  40 

1 40  T2N,  R1 2W.  Section  1 0.  Lots  1 ,  2,  SWV4SEV4  1 20 

141  T2N.R13W,  Section  24:  Lots  1,2,  WV2NEV4  160 

142  T2N.R13W,  Section  32:  NV2NEV4  80 

143  T3N,  R11W,  Section  31:  Homestead  Entry  158 
(HES)  1190 

144  T3N.R12W,  Section  26:  SEV4NEV4,  40 

1 45  T3N.  R1 2W,  Section  26:  Lot  3,  41 

146  T3N,  R1 2W,  Section  26:  SEV4SWV4,  40 

147  T3N.R12W,  Section  26:  NWV4SEV4,  40 

1 48  T3N,  R1 2W,  Section  26:  SEV4SEV4  40 

1 49  T3N,  R1 2W,  Section  28:  NV2SEV4  80 


42 

Beaverhead 

41 

Beaverhead 

41 

Beaverhead 

41 

Beaverhead 

32 

Silver  Bow 

32 

Silver  Bow 

32 

Silver  Bow 

32 

Silver  Bow 

32 

Silver  Bow 

32 

Silver  Bow 

32 

Silver  Bow 

32 

Silver  Bow 

32 

Silver  Bow 

32 

Silver  Bow 

32 

Silver  Bow 

32 

Silver  Bow 

32 

Silver  Bow 

32 

Silver  Bow 

31 

Deer  Lodge 

31 

Deer  Lodge 

31 

Deer  Lodge 

31 

Deer  Lodge 

31 

Deer  Lodge 

31 

Deer  Lodge 

31 

Deer  Lodge 

31 

Deer  Lodge 

31 

Deer  Lodge 

31 

Deer  Lodge 

31 

Deer  Lodge 

31 

Deer  Lodge 

31 

Deer  Lodge 

31 

Deer  Lodge 

31 

Deer  Lodge 

28 


TOTAL  ACRES  IDENTIFIED  FOR  DISPOSAL  BY 
DILLON  MANAGEMENT  FRAMEWORK  PLAN 

September  1979 


County 


Total  Number  of  Parcels 


Total  Number  of  Acres 


Madison 
Beaverhead 
Silver  Bow 
Deer  Lodge 


56 
51 
14 
15 


7,698 
4,329 
2,064 
1,443 


Dillon  Resource  Area 


136 


15,534 
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APPENDIX  B 
PUBLIC  COMMENT 


In  April,  1 983,  the  Dillon  Resource  Area  called  for 
nominations  from  the  public  on  how  to  dispose  of 
136  parcels  of  BLM-administered  land.  The 
responses  varied  from  letters  nominating  parcels 
for  sale  or  exchange  to  petitions  stating  that  the 
signers  were  opposed  to  all  sales. 


NOMINATIONS 

Table  B-1  summarizes  the  sale  nominations  and 
Table  B-2,  the  exchange  nominations. 


ASSET  MANAGEMENT 
COMMENTS 

The  comments  on  the  asset  management  pro- 
gram expressed  a  wide  range  of  opinion.  They  do 
not  lend  themselves  to  easy  tabulation  so  the 
comments  will  be  briefly  summarized. 

About  33°/o  of  the  responses  expressed  opposi- 
tion to  selling  public  lands.  However,  about  two- 


thirds  of  those  opposing  sales  said  that  land 
exchanges  were  an  acceptable  way  to  dispose  of 
isolated  parcels.  Several  respondents  listed  pri- 
vate lands  that  should  be  acquired  by  the  BLM. 

Thirteen  percent  of  the  letters  pointed  out  that 
the  BLM  should  consider  a  third  alternative  for  the 
parcels.  That  alternative  was  "retention  in  public 
ownership."  Three  of  the  sixteen  letters  nomi- 
nated all  parcels  for  retention.  The  remaining  1 3 
letters  nominated  specific  tracts  for  retention 
and  mentioned  one  or  more  of  the  following  rea- 
sons: 

land  is  adjacent  to  Forest  Service  or  state 

lands 

wildlife  habitat 

potential  subdivision  development 

loss  of  recreation  opportunities 

economic  hardship  for  lessees 

range  improvement  programs 

near  an  historic  area 


TABLE  B-1 
NOMINATIONS  FOR  SALE 


Sales  Nomination 


Number  of 
Responses 


Number  of 
Tracts 


Acres 


By  grazing  lessees 

By  adjacent  landowners  who  also  might  be  grazing  lessees 
By  adjacent  landowners  who  are  not  grazing  lessees 
By  other  than  adjacent  landowners  or  grazing  lessees 
For  unlisted  tracts 


12 

14 

2.338 

9 

14 

1,042 

1 

1 

160 

16 

88 

9,512 

7 

N/A 

N/A 

TABLE  B-2 
NOMINATIONS  FOR  EXCHANGE 


Exchange  Nominations 


Number  of 
Responses 


Number  of 
Tracts 


Acres 


General;  no  reciprocal  tracts  identified  (includes 
suggestions  for  transfers  to  other  agencies) 

Specific;  reciprocal  tracts  identified: 

by  owners  of  reciprocal  tracts 

by  other  than  owners  of  reciprocal  tracts 


13 
2 


104 

25 
13 


12,023 

2,325 
3,606 
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ISSUES 

Several  issues  were  raised  in  the  letters.  Each 
issue  is  briefly  summarized.  For  some  issues  a 
tabulation  of  the  response  is  added. 

Issue:  Access  to  Land  by  Members 
of  the  Public 

There  was  a  strong  fear  that  land  sales  would  cut 
off  use  of  the  lands  being  sold  and  access  to  land 
that  they  may  abut. 

Fifteen  responses  felt  this  was  a  very  important 
issue. 

Seventeen  nominations  for  sale  or  trade  cited  lack 
of  legal  access  to  a  parcel  of  public  land  as  the 
reason  that  it  should  be  disposed,  while  three  nom- 
inations for  sale  cited  available  public  access  to 
parcels  as  being  the  reason  the  land  should  be  sold. 

Issue:  Administrative  Transfers  to 
Other  Governmental  Agencies 

Administrative  transfer  was  mentioned  most 
often  as  the  best,  cheapest,  and  most  efficient 
way  to  address  the  problem  of  ability  to  manage 
isolated  tracts.  This  seemed  logical  to  the  writers 
because  many  of  the  identified  parcels  abut  Forest 
Service  and  state  land.  Thirteen  responses 
stressed  this  alternative  to  sales.  Two  of  these 
mentioned  specific  tracts  to  be  transfered. 

Issue:  Effective  Land  Use 
Management 

Five  responses  stated  that  lack  of  the  ability  to 
effectively  manage  a  parcel  was  not  a  legitimate 
reason  to  dispose  of  public  land.  They  tended  to 
indicate  that  custodial  management  which  did 
nothing  more  than  noting  the  land  on  a  map  was 
satisfactory  to  them.  One  writer  indicated  that 
the  BLM  was  violating  FLPMA  in  selling  lands  for 
this  reason.  The  letters  stated  such  lands  are 
buffers  to  agricultural  development  and  specula- 
tion and  provide  habitat  islands  for  wildife. 

However,  looking  at  the  opposite  side  of  this  issue, 
twelve  nominators  for  sale  or  exchange  listed  the 
lack  of  effective  management  as  their  reason  that 
the  land  should  be  disposed. 

Issue:  Grazing  and  Current  Use 

The  nominations  made  by  adjacent  landowners 
and  grazing  lessees  implied  that  they  were  nomi- 
nating lands  to  maintain  them  in  present  use. 


Some  even  offered  to  continue  to  allow  access  and 
multiple  use  management.  Four  users  of  the  par- 
cels complained  that  the  sales  program  would 
place  an  economic  burden  on  them. 

On  the  other  hand  others  who  wished  to  purchase 
lands  felt  that  present  use  was  not  the  highest  and 
best  use  for  the  lands. 

Issue:  Method  of  Sale 

Two  letters  requested  that  all  tracts  be  sold  by 
open  competitive  bid.  The  other  letters  that  men- 
tioned preferred  methods  of  sale  also  listed  spe- 
cific tracts  that  these  methods  should  apply  to. 
They  are  as  follows: 

Six  letters  asked  that  tracts  be  sold  directly 
to  adjacent  landowners, 

one  requested  modified  competitive  bids, 

one  requested  that  the  lessee  be  able  to 
match  the  high  bid,  and 

two  letters  suggested  dividing  tracts  before 
disposal 

Issue:  Recreation 

Twenty  letters  mentioned  the  possible  loss  of 
recreation  values  when  lands  are  sold.  Hunting 
was  the  main  form  of  recreation  mentioned. 

Issue:  National  Heritage 

Fourteen  people  mentioned  the  importance  of  the 
public  lands  they  have  inherited  and  the  desire  to 
pass  on  these  lands  to  future  generations.  This 
idea  was  stated  in  many  different  ways  but  the 
sentiment  seemed  significant  and  deep. 

Issue:  Revenues  to  Local 
Governments 

Eight  nominating  letters  cited  increased  revenues 
to  local  tax  roles  as  their  reason  for  nominating 
lands  for  sale. 

However,  one  county  government  opposed  sales 
because  they  felt  they  would  lose  revenues. 

Issue:  Subdivision  Development 

Thirteen  letters  expressed  fear  that  the  lands 
which  are  sold  will  be  subdivided  or  otherwise  de- 
veloped so  that  all  other  values  will  be  lost.  Many 
mentioned  that  the  isolated  parcels  had  value  as 
buffers  to  development  and  as  such  were  a  very 
valuable  public  asset.  A  few  recommended  the  iso- 
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lated  tracts  be  managed  as  greenbelts.  Several 
tracts  were  named  as  having  high  potential  for 
subdivision  development. 

However,  on  the  opposite  side  of  this  issue,  four 
letters  mentioned  residential  development  as 
their  reason  for  nominating  certain  tracts  for  sale. 

Issue:  Wildlife  Habitat 

Twenty-three  letters  mentioned  that  land  sales 
would  be  destructive  to  wildlife  habitat.  Elk,  deer, 
antelope,  sage  grouse,  swan,  and  waterfowl  habi- 
tat was  mentioned  most  often.  Some  letters  iden- 
tified specific  tracts  as  important  wildlife  habitat. 
Several  letters  suggested  that  isolated  tracts  had 
high  public  value  if  they  were  managed  to  draw 
wildlife  away  from  agricultural  operations. 


Issue:  Public  Involvement 

Feelings  seem  to  have  run  high  on  this  issue.  Four 
main  objections  were  raised: 

Six  letters  stated  that  the  entire  sale  process 
was  being  rushed  too  fast  for  adequate  public 
review. 

Eleven  writers  felt  the  response  period  was 
too  short. 

Five  letters  specifically  call  for  public  hearings 
or  meetings. 

Nine  letters  requested  an  extention  of  the  pub- 
lic comment  time. 
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APPENDIX  C 
SCREENING  PROCESS  SUMMARY 

PARCELS  REMOVED  FROM  CONSIDERATION  FOR  SALE 

THROUGH  SCREENING 


This  is  a  list  of  the  exchange  parcels  found  in  Alternative  A. 
PARCEL 
NUMBER  CRITERIA 

2  Public  response  strongly  favored  exchange  of  this  parcel  for  land  having  higher  public  values 

4  Dillon  MFP  recommended  exchange  of  this  parcel  for  land  having  higher  public  value 

5  Public  response  strongly  favored  exchange  of  this  parcel  for  land  having  higher  public  values 

8  Sale  would  create  undo  hardship  on  current  grazing  lessee 

9  Public  response  strongly  favored  exchange  of  this  parcel  for  land  having  higher  public  values 
Dillon  MFP  recommended  exchange  of  this  parcel  for  land  having  higher  public  value 

1 1  Mining  claim  present  on  the  parcel 

13  Mining  claim  present  on  the  parcel 

14  Mining  claim  present  on  the  parcel 

15  Mining  claim  present  on  the  parcel 

16  Retain  in  public  ownership  pending  further  study 

17  Dillon  MFP  recommended  exchange  of  this  parcel  for  land  having  higher  public  value 

20  Mining  claim  present  on  the  parcel 

21  Dillon  MFP  recommended  exchange  of  this  parcel  for  land  having  higher  public  value 

22  Mining  claim  present  on  the  parcel 

23  Public  response  strongly  favored  exchange  of  this  parcel  for  land  having  higher  public  values 
28  Retain  in  public  ownership  pending  further  study 

31  Sale  would  create  undo  hardship  on  current  grazing  lessee 

33  Public  response  strongly  favored  exchange  of  this  parcel  for  land  having  higher  public  values 

34A  Public  response  strongly  favored  exchange  of  this  parcel  for  land  having  higher  public  values 
Sale  would  create  undo  hardship  on  current  grazing  lessee 

35  BLM  recommends  exchange  pending  further  study  of  a  direct  exchange  proposal 

36  BLM  recommends  exchange  pending  further  study  of  a  direct  exchange  proposal 

37  BLM  recommends  exchange  pending  further  study  of  a  direct  exchange  proposal 

38  Parcel  contains  a  known  historical  site 

39  Public  response  strongly  favored  exchange  of  this  parcel  for  land  having  higher  public  values 

40  BLM  recommends  exchange  pending  further  study  of  a  direct  exchange  proposal 

41  BLM  recommends  exchange  pending  further  study  of  a  direct  exchange  proposal 

45  Public  response  strongly  favored  exchange  of  this  parcel  for  land  having  higher  public  values 

46  Parcel  is  withdrawn  by  Secretarial  Order  for  a  stock  driveway 

51  Public  response  strongly  favored  exchange  of  this  parcel  for  land  having  higher  public  values 

52  Public  response  strongly  favored  exchange  of  this  parcel  for  land  having  higher  public  values 

56  Public  response  strongly  favored  exchange  of  this  parcel  for  land  having  higher  public  values 
This  parcel  provides  access  to  Forest  Service  land 

57  BLM  recommends  exchange  pending  further  study  of  a  direct  exchange  proposal 

58  BLM  recommends  exchange  pending  further  study  of  a  direct  exchange  proposal 
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PARCEL 
NUMBER  CRITERIA 

59  BLM  recommends  exchange  pending  further  study  of  a  direct  exchange  proposal 

60  BLM  recommends  exchange  pending  further  study  of  a  direct  exchange  proposal 

61  BLM  recommends  exchange  pending  further  study  of  a  direct  exchange  proposal 
63  Public  response  favors  public  retention  by  the  BLM,  Forest  Service  or  the  State 
69  BLM  recommends  exchange  pending  further  study  of  a  direct  exchange  proposal 

71  Public  response  strongly  favored  exchange  of  this  parcel  for  land  having  higher  public  values 

75  BLM  recommends  exchange  pending  further  study  of  a  direct  exchange  proposal 

76  Public  response  favors  public  retention  by  the  BLM,  Forest  Service  or  the  State 

77  BLM  recommends  exchange  pending  further  study  of  a  direct  exchange  proposal 

78  BLM  recommends  exchange  pending  further  study  of  a  direct  exchange  proposal 
81  BLM  recommends  exchange  pending  further  study  of  a  direct  exchange  proposal 
83  BLM  recommends  exchange  pending  further  study  of  a  direct  exchange  proposal 

86  Retain  in  public  ownership  pending  further  study 

87  Dillon  MFP  recommended  exchange  of  this  parcel  for  land  having  higher  public  value 

88  Public  response  favors  public  retention  by  the  BLM,  Forest  Service  or  the  State 

89  BLM  recommends  exchange  pending  further  study  of  a  direct  exchange  proposal 
92  BLM  recommends  exchange  pending  further  study  of  a  direct  exchange  proposal 

94  BLM  recommends  exchange  pending  further  study  of  a  direct  exchange  proposal 

95  BLM  recommends  exchange  pending  further  study  of  a  direct  exchange  proposal 

96  BLM  recommends  exchange  pending  further  study  of  a  direct  exchange  proposal 

97  BLM  recommends  exchange  pending  further  study  of  a  direct  exchange  proposal 

98  BLM  recommends  exchange  pending  further  study  of  a  direct  exchange  proposal 
100  Dillon  MFP  recommends  exchange  of  this  parcel  with  another  governmental  agency 
102  Retain  in  public  ownership  pending  further  study 

105  Dillon  MFP  recommends  exchange  of  this  parcel  with  another  governmental  agency 

107  Dillon  MFP  recommends  exchange  of  this  parcel  with  another  governmental  agency 

1 08  Public  response  strongly  favored  exchange  of  this  parcel  for  land  having  higher  public  values 
114  Retain  in  public  ownership  pending  further  study 

1 21  Sale  would  create  undo  hardship  on  current  grazing  lessee;  the  BLM  has  developed  a  range 
Allotment  Management  Plan  (AMP)  jointly  with  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  and  the  grazing 
lessee  for  the  management  of  range  resources  on  this  parcel 

1 22  Dillon  MFP  recommended  exchange  of  this  parcel  for  land  having  higher  public  value;  the  BLM 
has  developed  a  range  Allotment  Management  Plan  (AMP)  jointly  with  the  Soil  Conservation 
Service  and  the  grazing  lessee  for  the  management  of  range  resources  on  this  parcel 

1 23  Dillon  MFP  recommended  exchange  of  this  parcel  for  land  having  higher  public  value;  the  BLM 
has  developed  a  range  Allotment  Management  Plan  (AMP)  jointly  with  the  Soil  Conservation 
Service  and  the  grazing  lessee  for  the  management  of  range  resources  on  this  parcel 

124  BLM  recommends  exchange  pending  further  study  of  a  direct  exchange  proposal 

125  Dillon  MFP  recommended  exchange  of  this  parcel  for  land  having  higher  public  value 

126  Dillon  MFP  recommended  exchange  of  this  parcel  for  land  having  higher  public  value 

127  Dillon  MFP  recommended  exchange  of  this  parcel  for  land  having  higher  public  value 
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PARCEL 
NUMBER  CRITERIA 

1  28  Dillon  MFP  recommended  exchange  of  this  parcel  for  land  having  higher  public  value;  the  BLM 

has  developed  a  range  Allotment  Management  Plan  (AMP)  jointly  with  the  Soil  Conservation 
Service  and  the  grazing  lessee  for  the  management  of  range  resources  on  this  parcel 

1 29  Dillon  MFP  recommended  exchange  of  this  parcel  for  land  having  higher  public  value;  the  BLM 

has  developed  a  range  Allotment  Management  Plan  (AMP)  jointly  with  the  Soil  Conservation 
Service  and  the  grazing  lessee  for  the  management  of  range  resources  on  this  parcel 

1  30  Dillon  MFP  recommended  exchange  of  this  parcel  for  land  having  higher  public  value;  the  BLM 

has  developed  a  range  Allotment  Management  Plan  (AMP)  jointly  with  the  Soil  Conservation 
Service  and  the  grazing  lessee  for  the  management  of  range  resources  on  this  parcel 

131  Dillon  MFP  recommended  exchange  of  this  parcel  for  land  having  higher  public  value;  the  BLM 
has  developed  a  range  Allotment  Management  Plan  (AMP)  jointly  with  the  Soil  Conservation 
Service  and  the  grazing  lessee  for  the  management  of  range  resources  on  this  parcel 

1 32  Dillon  MFP  recommended  exchange  of  this  parcel  for  land  having  higher  public  value;  the  BLM 
has  developed  a  range  Allotment  Management  Plan  (AMP)  jointly  with  the  Soil  Conservation 
Service  and  the  grazing  lessee  for  the  management  of  range  resources  on  this  parcel 

1 33  Dillon  MFP  recommended  exchange  of  this  parcel  for  land  having  higher  public  value;  the  BLM 
has  developed  a  range  Allotment  Management  Plan  (AMP)  jointly  with  the  Soil  Conservation 
Service  and  the  grazing  lessee  for  the  management  of  range  resources  on  this  parcel 

134  Dillon  MFP  recommended  exchange  of  this  parcel  for  land  having  higher  public  value 

138  Dillon  MFP  recommends  exchange  of  this  parcel  with  another  governmental  agency 

139  Dillon  MFP  recommends  exchange  of  this  parcel  with  another  governmental  agency 

140  Dillon  MFP  recommends  exchange  of  this  parcel  with  another  governmental  agency 

141  Dillon  MFP  recommended  exchange  of  this  parcel  for  land  having  higher  public  value 

143  Dillon  MFP  recommends  exchange  of  this  parcel  with  another  governmental  agency 

144  Dillon  MFP  recommends  exchange  of  this  parcel  with  another  governmental  agency 

145  Dillon  MFP  recommends  exchange  of  this  parcel  with  another  governmental  agency 

146  Dillon  MFP  recommends  exchange  of  this  parcel  with  another  governmental  agency 

147  Dillon  MFP  recommends  exchange  of  this  parcel  with  another  governmental  agency 

148  Dillon  MFP  recommends  exchange  of  this  parcel  with  another  governmental  agency 

149  Dillon  MFP  recommends  exchange  of  this  parcel  with  another  governmental  agency 


37 


APPENDIX  D 

SUMMARY  OF  PARCEL  STATUS  IN  EACH  OF  THE 
PROPOSED  ALTERNATIVES 


Parcel 

D 

Number 

A 

B 

C 

Proposed  Action 

- 

1 

Sale 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Sale 

2 

Exchange 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

4 

Exchange 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

• 

5 

Exchange 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

7 

Sale 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

8 

Exchange 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

9 

Exchange 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

10A 

Sale 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Sale 

10B 

Sale 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

11 

Exchange 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

12 

Sale 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Sale 

13 

Exchange 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

14 

Exchange 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

15 

Exchange 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

16 

Exchange 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

17 

Exchange 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

20 

Exchange 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

21 

Exchange 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

22 

Exchange 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

23 

Exchange 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

24 

Sale 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Sale 

28 

Exchange 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

29 

Sale 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Sale 

31 

Exchange 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

33 

Exchange 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

34A 

Exchange 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

34B 

Sale 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Sale 

35 

Exchange 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

36 

Exchange 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

37 

Exchange 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

38 

Exchange 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

39 

Exchange 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

40 

Exchange 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

41 

Exchange 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

42 

Sale 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

43 

Sale 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Sale 

44 

Sale 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Sale 

45 

Exchange 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

46 

Exchange 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

47 

Sale 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Sale 

48 

Sale 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Sale 

49 

Sale 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Sale 

• 

50 

Sale 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Sale 

51 

Exchange 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

52 

Exchange 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

m 

53 

Sale 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

54 

Sale 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Sale 

55 

Sale 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Defer  exchange 
for  five  years 

56 

Exchange 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

57 

Exchange 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

58 

Exchange 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

59 

Exchange 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

60 

Exchange 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

39 


Parcel 

D 

Number 

A 

B 

C 

Proposed  Action 

61 

Exchange 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

62 

Sale 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

63 

Exchange 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

64 

Sale 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Sale 

65 

Sale 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Sale 

67 

Sale 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Sale 

68 

Sale 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Sale 

69 

Exchange 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

71 

Exchange 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

72 

Sale 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Sale 

73 

Sale 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

74 

Sale 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Sale 

75 

Exchange 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

76 

Exchange 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

77 

Exchange 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

78A 

Sale 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Sale 

78B 

Exchange 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

79 

Sale 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Sale 

81 

Exchange 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

82 

Sale 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Sale 

83 

Exchange 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

84 

Sale 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Sale 

86 

Exchange 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

87 

Exchange 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

88 

Exchange 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

89 

Exchange 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

90 

Sale 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Sale 

91 

Sale 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Sale 

92 

Exchange 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

93 

Sale 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Sale 

94 

Exchange 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

95 

Exchange 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

96 

Exchange 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

97 

Exchange 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

98 

Exchange 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

99 

Sale 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Sale 

100 

Exchange 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

101 

Sale 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Sale 

102 

Exchange 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

103 

Sale 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

104 

Sale 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Sale 

105 

Exchange 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

106 

Sale 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

107 

Exchange 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

108 

Exchange 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

109 

Sale 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

110 

Sale 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

111 

Sale 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

112 

Sale 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

113 

Sale 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Sale 

114 

Exchange 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

115 

Sale 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Sale 

116 

Sale 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Sale 

117 

Sale 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Sale 

118 

Sale 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Sale 
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Parcel 

D 

Number 

A 

B 

C 

Proposed  Action 

119 

Sale 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Sale 

120 

Sale 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

121 

Exchange 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

122 

Exchange 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

123 

Exchange 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

124 

Exchange 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

125 

Exchange 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

126 

Exchange 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

127 

Exchange 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

128 

Exchange 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

129 

Exchange 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

130 

Exchange 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

131 

Exchange 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

132 

Exchange 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

133 

Exchange 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

134 

Exchange 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

135 

Sale 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Sale 

136 

Sale 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Sale 

137 

Sale 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Sale 

138 

Exchange 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

139 

Exchange 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

140 

Exchange 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

141 

Exchange 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

142 

Sale 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Sale 

143 

Exchange 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

144 

Exchange 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

145 

Exchange 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

146 

Exchange 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

147 

Exchange 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

148 

Exchange 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 

149 

Exchange 

Exchange 

No  Action 

Exchange 
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APPENDIX  E 
METHODS  OF  EXCHANGE 

There  are  two  methods  of  exchange  available,  direct  and  exchange  pooling.  In  direct  exchange,  a  landowner 
will  trade  a  parcel(s)  of  land  he  owns  for  a  parcel(s)  of  public  land.  This  type  does  not  involve  a  third  party. 

In  land  exchange  pooling,  public  lands  identified  for  disposal  are  matched  with  private  lands  BLM  would  like 
to  acquire  to  form  exchange  packages  with  equal  monetary  values  on  each  side  (see  diagram  below). 
Opportunities  for  such  packages  are  identifed  by  a  proponent  (a  private  citizen  or  his  representative).  A 
package  is  an  adjustment  or  consolidation  of  landownership  into  a  more  desirable  and  workable  exchange. 
The  proponent  would  provide  clear  title  for  the  numerous  parcels  involved  in  the  process,  and  significantly 
reduce  BLM's  workload.  It  is  anticipated  that  almost  all  eventual  recipients  of  public  lands  to  be  exchanged 
would  be  the  current  range  user  and/or  adjacent  landowner. 


LAND  EXCHANGE  POOLING 

Packaqe  "A"  —  Package  "B"  Disposal 

ft^.nnif^  i  „ i_  \/  i  *i      ,4  n     i  Lands  (Publicly-owned 

Acquisition  Lands  _  Values  of  Land  Packages  ,      ,      ,  y.     ,  .     ■ 

(Privately-owned  lands  of  are  to  be  of  equal  value  ™j^  L      ,? 7    □.TV? 

significant  public  value)  and  dlffl^ult  for  BLM  t0 

manage) 


Proponent  purchases  "A" 
lands  from  private 
owners 

BLM  receives  "A"  from 
proponent  in  exchange 
for  "B" 


Proponent  sells  "B"  lands 
to  grazing  permittee  or 
to  any  other  interested 
party  if  permittee  is 
agreeable  to  such  a  sale 
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APPENDIX  F 
ACQUISITION  GUIDANCE 

To  facilitate  analysis  of  future  specific  land  exchanges,  nonfederal  lands  will  be  selected  according  to  the 
following  criteria  and  identified  priorities: 

GENERAL  CRITERIA 

All  proposals  will  be  evaluated  to  determine  if  the  selected  nonfederal  lands  will: 

1 .  Facilitate  access  to  areas  retained  for  long-term  public  use. 

2.  Enhance  Congressionally  designated  areas,  rivers  or  trails. 

3.  Be  primarily  focused  in  the  "retention"  areas  (Acquisition  in  "Further  Study"  areas  or  "disposal"  areas 
will  only  be  considered  if  the  action  leads  to  and/or  facilitates  long-term  needs  or  program  objectives). 

4.  Facilitate  national,  state  and  local  BLM  priorities. 

5.  Place  emphasis  where  BLM  land  use  or  activity  plans  are  completed.  Proposals  must  facilitate 
implementation  and/or  be  consistent  with  these  plans. 

6.  Stabilize  or  enhance  local  economies  or  values. 

7.  Meet  long-term  public  land  management  goals  as  opposed  to  short-term. 

8.  Be  of  sufficient  size  to  improve  use  of  adjoining  public  lands  or  if  isolated,  large  enough  in  scale  to  allow 
the  identified  potential  public  land  use. 

9.  Allow  more  diverse  use,  more  intensive  use,  or  a  change  in  uses  to  better  fulfill  the  BLM's  mission. 

1 0.  Maintain  or  enhance  important  and  recognized  public  land  values.  Especially  noteworthy  are  identi- 
fied, designated,  special  or  high  interest  areas. 

1 1 .  Enhance  the  opportunity  for  new  or  emerging  public  land  uses  or  values. 

1 2.  Contribute  to  a  wide  spectrum  of  uses  or  large  number  of  public  land  users. 

13.  Facilitate  management  practices,  uses,  scale  of  operations,  or  degrees  of  management  intensity 
that  are  viable  under  economic  program  efficiency  standards. 

1 4.  Secure  for  the  public  significant  water  related  land  interests.  These  interests  will  include  lake  shore, 
river  front,  stream,  pond  or  spring  sites. 

1 5.  Enhance  management  of  public  mineral  values  (Appendix  1 ,  State  Director  Guidance,  Minerals). 

16.  Enhance  manageability  in  key  grazing  allotments  (Appendix  1,  State  Director  Guidance,  Livestock 
Management). 

17.  Enhance  forest  management  activities  on  adjacent  public  lands  (Appendix  1,  State  Director  Gui- 
dance, Timber  Management). 

18.  Improve  access  to  areas  of  significant  recreational  values  (Appendix  2,  State  Director  Guidance, 
Recreation). 

1  9.     Enhance  manageability  of  Congressionally  designated  wilderness  areas  (Appendix  2,  State  Director 
Guidance,  Wilderness). 

20.  Protect  important  cultural  resources  (Appendix  2,  State  Director  Guidance,  Cultural  Resources). 

2 1 .  Protect  areas  with  significant  wildlife  values  (Appendix  3,  State  Directors  Guidance,  Wildlife  Habitat 
Management). 

SPECIFIC  PRIORITY  AREAS  IDENTIFIED  FOR  PUBLIC  ACQUISITION 
(SELECTED  NONFEDERAL  LANDS)  IN  THE  DILLON  MFP 

1 .  Madison  and  Big  Hole  River  Corridors  are  river  areas  with  high  recreational,  wildlife  and  fishery  values, 
and  there  is  also  a  need  to  provide  for  public  access  to  these  rivers. 

2.  State  lands  in  the  Centennial  Mountains  have  high  recreational  and  wildlife  habitat  values  and  are 
contained  within  a  large  block  of  public  land  identified  for  retention. 

3.  Private  and  State  lands  in  and  around  the  Humbug  Spires  Instant  Study  Area  have  been  identified  for 
recreation  and  wilderness  values,  and  there  is  also  a  need  to  provide  for  public  access  to  these  values. 
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4.  Fletcher  and  Moore  Creeks  west  of  Ennis,  Jerry  and  Jimmie  New  Creeks  near  Fleecer  Mountain  Game 
Management  Area,  Robb  Creek  area  of  the  East  Fork  of  Blacktail  Creek,  Moose  and  Wolf  Creeks  adjacent 
to  national  forest  lands  near  the  West  Madison  Recreation  Area,  and  Rock  Creek  in  the  upper  portions  of 
the  Big  Hole  River  all  provide  crucial  big  game  habitat  and  winter  range. 

5.  Red  Rock  Creek  in  Alaska  Basin,  Big  Sheep  and  Muddy  Creeks,  and  Axolotl  Lakes  all  provide  valuable 
fishery  habitat. 

6.  Red  Rock  River  in  the  Centennial  Valley  provides  waterfowl  habitat. 

7.  Additional  priority  areas  may  be  developed  through  site  specific  planning. 

8.  Areas  may  be  added  as  opportunities  are  discovered  through  analysis  of  specific  exchange  proposals. 
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APPENDIX  H 

DETERMINATION  OF  THE  POTENTIAL  IMPACTS 

ON  COUNTY  REVENUES 

Calculations  for  Payments  in  Lieu  of  Taxes  (PILT)  was  based  upon  the  amount  of  money  per  acre  of 
entitlement  land  received  in  1  982  by  county.  It  should  be  noted  that  PILT  is  appropriated  each  year  by 
Congress.  The  amount  appropriated  has  decreased  each  year  since  1  978.  Therefore,  property  tax 
appears  to  be  a  more  reliable  source  of  income  for  the  county  than  PILT. 

Property  tax  figures  were  calculated  for  each  parcel  under  consideration  for  sale  within  an  alternative  and 
then  aggregated  per  county.  Property  taxes  were  calculated  at  the  rate  for  agricultural  grazing  land  which 
is  divided  into  six  quality  classifications.  Each  parcel  was  assigned  a  quality  classifiction  based  upon  current 
productivity  or  the  Animal  Unit  Months  (AUMs)  available  in  each  parcel.  Each  classification  has  a  per  acre 
value  which  was  multiplied  by  the  30°/o  tax  rate  and  then  multiplied  by  the  1 980  millage  for  each  county. 

These  calculations  are  based  on  the  assumption  that  the  land  use  of  each  parcel  will  not  change  when 
conveyed  out  of  federal  ownership.  If  some  parcels  are  subdivided  or  placed  into  irrigated  cultivation  the 
property  tax  revenues  would  be  higher. 
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